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full  committee. 
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House  subcommittee  rescinded  actions  of  Feb.  28 
and  again  ordered  S.  153  reported  to  full  committee. 
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28, 

1961 
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Mar. 

29, 
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House  passed  S.  153  without  amendment  in  lieu  of 
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passage  of  S.  153. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-18 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS.  Amends  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  to  reinstate  until  June  1,  1963,  the  authority 
given  the  President  by  such  Act  to  transmit  reorganization 
plans  to  the  Congress.  Such  plans  take  effect  unless  a 
resolution  of  disapproval  is  passed  by  either  the  House  or 
the  Senate  within  60  days  from  the  date  of  transmittal. 


87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  153 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  5  (legislative  day,  January  4) ,  1961 

Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Ervin) 
introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  ad  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act 

4  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3),  as  last  amended 

5  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611),  is  hereby 

6  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and  inserting 

7  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 
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Over  the  years  this  program  has  en¬ 
abled  millions  of  children  throughout 
the  country  to  drink  milk  each  day,  at 
gchool  and  in  summer  camps.  Over  half 
the  Nation’s  children  benefit'  from  it. 
TlW  program  is  administered  locally, 
witNa  minimum  of  redtape.  It  is  of 
greatVnutritional  value,  bringing  the 
benefitXof  fresh,  whole  milk  to  children 
at  an  age  when  they  most  need  it  to 
promote  healthy  growth. 

The  specml  milk  program  has  estab¬ 
lished  a  prouk  record  of  growth  and  de¬ 
velopment.  EaAh  year  more  schools  par¬ 
ticipate,  more  half  pints  of  milk  are  dis¬ 
tributed,  and  mare  children  benefit. 
Each  year  the  amoimt  of  funds  available 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora' 
tion  has  been  increasei 

Through  this  prografiv  we  have  en¬ 
couraged  ever  larger  numbers  of  chil¬ 
dren  in  more  and  more  schools  to  drink 
more  milk  regularly.  The  \umber  of 
schools  and  child  care  institutions  par¬ 
ticipating  is  now  over  85,000,  Mid  the 
number  of  half -pints  of  milk  distributed 
under  the  program  in  the  fiscal^ear 
1960  was  2,395  million.  The  rising  po; 
larity  of  the  program  is  evidenced  by  t] 
fact  that  it  has  grown  at  the  rate  of 
percent  per  year  for  each  of  the  past  3 
years. 

Unfortunately,  the  program  has  had 
a  history  of  running  out  of  funds.  Only 
a  year  ago  schools  around  the  country 
were  informed  that  the  rate  of  reim¬ 
bursement  paid  for  each  half  pint  of 
milk  would  be  cut  by  half  a  cent.  For¬ 
tunately,  quick  congressional  action  pre¬ 
vented  this  reduction,  and  the  growth  of 
the  program  was  able  to  continue  with¬ 
out  check. 

The  bill  I  am  today  introducing  would 
extend  the  program  for  another  year, 
and  would  increase  the  funds  available 
from  $95  million  to  $105  million.  A 
recent  Department  of  Agriculture  sur¬ 
vey  of  State  school  administrators  has 
indicated  that  the  popularity  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  continuing  to  rise,  and  that  it 
can  be  expected  to  continue  to  grow  at 
an  annual  rate  of  9  or  10  percent.  The 
increase  of  $10  million  provided  in  my 
bill  would  enable  the  program  to  contin 
to  grow.  It  would  make  it  possible  for 
additional  schools  and  more  childr 
participate  without  danger  that  ,/unds 
may  be  exhausted. 

I  am  pleased  to  introduce  thfs  bill  at 
this  time  and  I  ask  consent  that  it  may 
be  allowed  to  lay  on  the  JJable  for  48 
hours  so  that  additional  isenators  may 
add  their  names  as  cosponsors,  and  that 
it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  (3FICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  be  printed  in/the  Record,  and  will  lie 
on  the  desk  for  48  hours,  as  requested 
by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

The  bill  /S.  146)  to  extend  and  in¬ 
crease  the/special  milk  program  for  chil¬ 
dren,  introduced  by  Mr.  Proxmire  (for 
himself  and  other  Senators),  was  re¬ 
ceived  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred 
to  me  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
restry,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
ie  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 


America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
first  sentence  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘‘An  Act  to 
continue  the  special  milk  program  for  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  interest  of  improved  nutrition 
by  fostering  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk 
in  the  schools”,  approved  July  1,  1958,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.,  sec.  1446  note),  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
‘‘$95,000,000,”  the  following:  “and  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1961,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $105,000,000,”. 
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AMENDMENT  OF  REORGANIZATION 
ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the 
senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  I  send 
to  the  desk,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such 
act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time 
before  June  1,  1963. 

The  objective  of  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  reinstate  the  power  of  the 
President  to  submit  reorganization  plans 
to  the  Congress,  which,  unless  disap¬ 
proved  by  either  the  House  or  the  Sen¬ 
ate  within  60  days  after  submission,  be¬ 
come  law. 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  was 
approved  by  the  Congress  as  a  method 
of  expediting  reorganizations  within  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
The  1949  act,  which  was  primarily  di¬ 
rected  toward  effecting  prompt  action 
on  the  recommendations  of  the  first 
Hoover  Commission,  gave  much  greater 
authority  to  the  President  than  did  the 
1945  act  which  had  terminated  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  its  provisions.  As  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress,  the  1949  act  gave 
the  President  much  wider  latitude  in  re¬ 
organizing  the  executive  branch,  per¬ 
mitting  him  to  submit  reorganization 
plans  for  the  creation  of  new  depart¬ 
ments  within  the  executive  branch  at 
the  Cabinet  level. 

The  act  was  extended  after  its  original 
expiration  date  on  April  1,  1953,  for  2- 
year  periods  in  1953,  1955,  and  1957. 
The  latter  extension  was  to  June  1,  1959. 

The  President  recommended,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  19,  1959,  that  the  act  be  extended 
“to  permit  further  timely  improvements 
in  the  structure  of  the  executive 
branch.”  Pursuant  to  this  recommen¬ 
dation,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  trans¬ 
mitted  draft  legislation  to  the  Congress 
which  proposed  that  the  act  be  amended 
to  grant  the  reorganization  authority  to 
the  President  on  a  permanent  basis. 

The  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations  reported  the  bill  submitted  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  with  an 
amendment  extending  the  provisions  of 
the  act  for  2  years  after  its  expiration 
date,  or  to  June  1,  1961.  The  House  of 
Representatives  approved  a  bill  identical 
to  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
but  both  bills  died  on  the  calendar  at 
the  end  of  the  86th  Congress  and,  un¬ 
less  a  further  extension  is  approved  by 
the  87th  Congress,  the  incoming  Presi¬ 
dent  will  be  denied  the  authority  to  pre¬ 
sent  plans  designed  to  reorganize  the 


Government  as  he  may  determine  to  be 
appropriate,  which  authority  has  been 
granted  in  various  forms  to  all  Presidents 
since  1932. 

Under  provisions  of  the  act,  as  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  amended  by  the  bill  now  be¬ 
ing  filed,  such  reorganization  plans  as 
may  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
President  before  June  1,  1963,  would  be¬ 
come  law  unless  disapproved  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  either  the  House  or  the  Senate 
by  the  passage  of  a  resolution  of  disap¬ 
proval  within  60  calendar  days  after 
submission  to  the  Congress. 

Since  enactment  of  the  basic  statute 
in  1949,  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  as  well  as  its  predecessor, 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  has  taken  the 
position  that  the  Congress  should  not 
surrender  nor  abrogate  its  legislative 
jurisdiction  over  matters  of  such  sig¬ 
nificance  on  a  permanent  basis. 

In  its  report  to  the  Senate  in  the  86th 
Congress — Senate  Report  No.  239 — the 
committee  stated  that  it  was  “the  con¬ 
sensus  of  the  committee  that  the  present 
Congress  should  not  commit  succeeding 
Congresses  to  the  provisions  of  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act,  but  that  each  Congress 
should  have  the  right  to  extend  this  au¬ 
thority  to  the  President  or  to  withdraw 
it  as  the  necessity  dictates  at  the  time.” 

It  is  my  understanding  that  both  Pres¬ 
ident  Eisenhower  and  President-elect 
Kennedy  will  recommend  extension  of 
the  Reorganization  Act,  and  therefore,  it 
is  proposed  that  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  will  give  early,  and 
I  am  confident,  favorable  action  on  the 
proposal  I  have  submitted  today  so  that 
this  authority  may  be  made  available  to 
the  incoming  President  soon  after  his 
inauguration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  153)  to  further  amend  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  act  will  apply  to  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at 
any  time  before  June  1,  1963,  introduced 
by  Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself  and  other 
Senators),  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations. 

JJUSTMENT  OF  LEGISLATIVE 
JURISDICTION  OVER  CERTAIN 

LANDS 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  ofSmyself  and  the  Senators  from 
Utah  [Mi'ABennett  and  Mr.  Moss],  I 
send  to  the  \esk  for  appropriate  refer¬ 
ence  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  adjustment 
of  the  legislative  jurisdiction  exercised 
by  the  United  sWtes  over  land  in  the 
several  States  usecrfor  Federal  purposes. 

The  purpose  of  tins  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  permit  Federal  agencies  to  re¬ 
store  to  the  States  certain  jurisdictional 
authority  now  vested  m  the  United 
States,  which  may  be  berter  adminis¬ 
tered  by  State  authorities,  anfl  to  estab¬ 
lish  as  congressional  policy  thatthe  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  acquire  o\ly  such 
jurisdiction  as  may  be  necessary  con¬ 
nection  with  future  land  procurement. 


\ 
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\  under  well  established  principles  of 
law  once  legislative  jurisdiction  has  been 
vested  in  the  United  States,  it  cannot  be 
revested  in  a  State  other  than  by  opera¬ 
tion  oKa  limitation  imposed  by  the  State 
at  the  time  the  State  ceded  jurisdiction, 
or  by  an 'act  of  Congress. 

The  bill  Specifically  declares  it  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  Congress  that,  first,  the 
Federal  Goverhment  shall  receive  or  re¬ 
tain  only  such  measure  of  legislative 
jurisdiction  over  federally  owned  or  op¬ 
erated  land  areas  within  the  States  as 
may  be  necessary  fbr  the  proper  per¬ 
formance  of  Federal  ,  functions ;  and, 
second,  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
purposes  for  which  the  Nnd  is  held  by 
the  United  States,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  avoid  receiving  dr  retaining 
concurrent  jurisdiction  or  anX  measure 
of  exclusive  legislative  jurisdiction.  An 
overall  objective  of  the  bill  is  to  provide 
that,  in  any  case,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  receive  or  retain  any\of 
the  States  legislative  jurisdiction  wit 
respect  to  the  qualifications  for  voting^ 
education,  public  health  and  safety, 
taxation,  marriage,  divorce,  descent  and 
distribution  of  property,  and  a  variety  of 
other  matters,  which  are  ordinarily  the 
subject  of  State  control. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  auth¬ 
orize  the  head  or  authorized  officer  of 
any  department  or  independent  estab¬ 
lishment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  relinquish  to  the  State  in 
which  any  Federal  lands  or  interests 
therein  under  this  custody  or  control  are 
situated,  such  measure  of  legislative  jur¬ 
isdiction  over  such  lands  or  interests 
therein  as  he  may  deem  desirable.  The 
bill  provides  that,  with  respect  to  future 
acquisitions  of  property,  no  more  juris¬ 
diction  than  is  necessary  for  tlie  proper 
performance  of  the  functions  of  the  ac¬ 
quiring  agency  should  be  obtained.  Any 
relinquishment  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  subject  to  acceptance  by 
the  State  in  such  manner  as  the  law  of 
such  State  might  provide. 

Other  provisions  of  the  bill  would 
authorize  Federal  department  and  ag¬ 
ency  heads  to  issue  necessary  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  governing  of  public 
buildings  and  other  areas  under  their 
charge  and  control,  and  to  provide  such 
reasonable  penalties,  within  prescribe^ 
limits,  as  will  insure  their  enforcemei 
permit  such  heads  to  utilize  the  facilities 
of  existing  law-enforcement  agencies 
for  the  enforcement  of  any  such  regula¬ 
tions;  authorize  the  General  ^Services 
Administration  to  detail  special  police¬ 
men  for  the  protection  of  Federal  prop¬ 
erty  under  the  charge  of  other  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies;  extejfd  the  author¬ 
ity  of  U.S.  commissioners  to  try  and 
sentence  persons  conjmitting  petty  of¬ 
fenses  in  any  place  upder  the  charge  and 
control  of  the  United  States;  extend  the 
right  of  States  and  their  political  sub¬ 
divisions  to  serve"  and  execute  process  in 
areas  under  tfye  legislative  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  Spates,  while  making  it  clear 
that  such  process  may  not  be  served  con¬ 
trary  to  rales  and  regulations  issued  by 
authorized  Federal  personnel  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  interference  in 
carrying  out  Federal  functions;  and  to 


amend  or  repeal  obsolete  or  inconsistent 
Federal  statutes. 

This  proposed  legislation  was  origi¬ 
nally  drafted  by  the  staff  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  the  cooperation  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  in  order  to  imple¬ 
ment  recommendations  contained  in  a 
report  by  the  Interdepartmental  Com¬ 
mittee  for  the  Study  of  Jurisdiction  Over 
Federal  Areas  Within  the  States,  a  com¬ 
mittee  appointed  by  the  President  for  the 
purpose  of  finding  means  of  solving  the 
problems  arising  out  of  the  uncertain 
jurisdictional  status  of  Federal  lands  sit¬ 
uated  within  the  several  States.  The 
committee  was  composed  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  eight  executive  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which 
had  a  principal  interest  in  the  problems 
involved.  Twenty-five  other  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  furnished  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  their  properties  and 
problems  relating  to  legislative  jurisdic¬ 
tion  to  the  committee.  In  addition,  the 
Interdepartmental  Committee  had  the 
assistance  and  cooperation  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Attorneys  General 
inrte conduct  of  the  study. 

Following  the  introduction  of  the  bill^ 
in  itsVoriginal  form  in  the  84th  Coi 
gress — Sv 1196 — the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Separations  forwarded  copies  to 
the  Governors  and  attorneys  general  of 
the  several  Nates  and  to  all  interested 
Federal  agencies  for  comments/tmd  rec¬ 
ommendations.  \Iteports  were  received 
from  36  States — 31  State  Governors  and 
29  State  attorneys  generaL-^-all  of  whom 
endorsed  the  objectives  Af  the  bill  and 
recommended  favorabwcommittee  con¬ 
sideration.  Certain  diNfhe  Governors 
and  attorneys  general  of  the  States  re¬ 
quested  that  the/commitcee  withhold 
action  in  the  84?fh  Congress^  however, 
until  a  study  of/the  provisions  of  the  bill 
could  be  completed  by  the  State  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Legislative  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Council  o/  State  Governments.  \hat 
committee  was  appointed  by  the  presi¬ 
dent  of/the  council  pursuant  to  a  resoli 
tion  adopted  by  the  States  for  the  pur-* 
posa'of  considering  this  legislation.  The 
committee  appointed  for  this  purpose 
ras  directed  to  give  consideration  to 
^certain  suggested  amendments  to  the 
original  bill,  and  to  determine  whether 
or  not  it  would  be  feasible  to  extend  its 
provisions  beyond  its  original  intent  by 
incorporating  certain  suggestions  made 
by  various  State  officials. 

Upon  completion  of  the  study  made  by 
the  Committee  on  Legislative  Jurisdic¬ 
tion,  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  arranged  confer¬ 
ences  between  the  representatives  of  the 
Council  of  State  Governments  and  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  for  the  purpose  of 
perfecting  the  bill  by  incorporating  ap¬ 
propriate  amendments.  Following  a 
number  of  such  conferences,  during 
which  consideration  was  given  to  the 
various  recommendations  of  the  Gover¬ 
nors,  attorneys  general,  and  the  Council 
of  State  Governments,  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  lan¬ 
guage  incorporated  in  the  original  bill 
was  drafted,  with  the  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval  of  representatives  of  the  States 


and  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Consideration  was  given 
to  all  recommendations  submitted  to  the 
committee  by  the  Governors  of  they 
States,  and  by  the  National  Association 
of  Attorneys  General,  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Tax  Administrators,  and  fed¬ 
eral  agencies  interested  in  the  bill, jwhich 
were  consistent  with  the  objecjjfves  of 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Some  of  the  suggestions  submitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  by  certain  of  the  State  officials 
and  by  the  National  Association  of  Tax 
Administrators  dealt  with  tax  matters 
which  were  considered  to  be  outside  of 
the  scope  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Interdepartmental  Committee  for  the 
Study  of  Jurisdiction  Over  Federal  Areas 
Within  the  States.  Such  suggestions 
were  largely  concerned  with  tax  prob¬ 
lems,  Such  ass  payments  by  the  Federal 
Government  in  lieu  of  taxes,  and  so 
forth,  which  the  committee  felt  would  be 
considered  in  separate  legislation  dealing 
exclusively  with  those  problems.  Spe¬ 
cific  proposals  pertaining  to  those  prob¬ 
lems  were  incorporated  in  other  legisla- 
Sn  approved  by  the  committee,  and 
vhich  passed  the  Senate  in  the  86th  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  is  not 
concerned  with  tax  matters,  except  to 
the  extent  that  a  transfer  of  legislative 
jurisdiction  may  involve  transfer  of  a 
power  to  tax — other  than  the  Govern¬ 
ment  or  its  property — and  also  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  there  are  preserved  certain 
Federal  consents  to  State  and  local  taxa¬ 
tion,  as  embodied  in  such  statutes  as  the 
Buck  Act  and  the  Lea  Act. 

In  the  86th  Congress  the  committee 
approved  a  bill,  S.  1617,  incorporating 
the  amendments  which  were  considered 
to  be  desirable,  and  in  accord  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  groups  which 
had  cooperated  in  drafting  the  bills  in 
the  84th  and  85th  Congresses,  including 
clarification  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
as  they  related  to  civil  rights,  conserva¬ 
tion,  Alaska,  and  Indian  lands.  Pursu¬ 
ant  to  a  directive  from  the  committee, 
vthe  staff  had  contacted  officials  of  the 
department  of  Justice  and  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments  who  assisted  in  the  preparation  of 
the  proposed  legislation  in  order  to  verify 
that  al\pf  them  were  fully  in  accord  with 
its  provisions. 

On  Ma\  11,  1959,  the  committee  re¬ 
ceived  a  memorandum  from  Assistant 
Attorney  General  Perry  W.  Morton,  clar¬ 
ifying  the  pomte  raised  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  committee,  and  on  June  18, 
1959,  the  commitNe  ordered  S.  1617  re¬ 
ported.  Details  concerning  these  and 
other  matters  including  background  and 
agency  comments  will  ^e  found  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Report  No.  405  of  thX,86th  Congress. 

The  measure  was  debated  further  on 
May  27,  1960,  and,  after  thcKadoption  of 
one  clarifying  amendment  suffered  by 
Senator*  Javits,  which  relates,  to  the 
service  of  civil  and  criminal  process  in 
Federal  areas  subject  to  FederarVrules 
and  regulations,  the  bill  was  pa 
without  opposition.  On  May  31,  1960'S 
1617  was  referred  to  the  House  Commit 
tee  on  Government  Operations  which'' 
took  no  further  action. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses-  received  the  President’s  StNate-of-Union  message.  Senate 


committee  reported  bill  to 
user  charges  bill. 


intend  Reorganization  Act.X  Sen.  El lender  introduced 


SENATE 


1.  STATE  OF  THE  ptflON.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  staB^  of  the  Union 
address  (H./Doc,  73).  The  President  stated  that  he  would  propose  various 
measures  t ,6  the  Congress  within  the  next  14  days,  including  measures  to  provide 
more  food’Xo  the  families  of  the  unemployed  and  aid  to  their  needy  children,  to 


redevelop  our  areas  of  chronic  labor  surplus,  to  encourage  price  stability,  and 
to  increase  the  development  of  our  natural  resources.  He  recommended* that  a 
food^for-peace  mission  be  sent  immediately  to  Latin  America  to  explore'  x?ays  in 


which  our  vast  food  abaundance  can  be  used  to  help  end  hunger  and  malnutrition 
in  those  countries,  pp.  1239,  1360-4,  1329-30 


2,  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  153,  to  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  provide  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963  (S.  Rept.  23).  p.  1294 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Goldwater  commented  on  the  appointment  of  John  Baker  as 
Director  of  Agricultural  Services  in  this  Department,  stating  that  with  Hr. 
Baker's  appointment  he  was  sure  "there  will  be  no  effort  to  get  the  REA  out, 
!rom  the  Department  of  Agriculture."  Also  he  stated  that  if  Clyde  Ellis 
appointed  REA  Administrator  "there  is  no  question  in  thu  minds  of  most  o/  us 
about:  the  position  he  would  take  on  the  subject  of  electric  companies  versus 
Government  power."  p.  1356 


4.  WATER  RES&S^URCES.  Sen,  Kerr  submitted  and  discussed  the  report  of  thfe  Select 

Committee\>n  National  Water  Resources  on  water  resources  of  the  M/  S.  (S.  Rept. 
29).  He  stated  that  the  report  carries  a  message  of  deep  urgency  regarding 
water  resources  and  that  the  new  administration  "is  gearing  for  action,  ready 
to  tackle  thes^critical  problems  which  are  challenging  the  present  and 
threatening  the  ipture."  pp.  1344-53 


5. 


tl 


DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Seffc.  Gruening  discussed  unemployment  conditions  in  Alaska,  and 
urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  Federal  aid  t/b  economically  depressed 
areas,  pp.  1332-3 

Sen.  Carroll  inserted^  Colo.  Legislature  memorial  urging  that  certain 
counties  in  that  State  be  included  in  any  legislation  to  aid  depressed  areas. 


p.  1293 


6.  PERSONNEL;  STOCKPILING.  Sen.  B>)s^d  submitted  reports  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal^ Expendibles  on  Federal  employment  and  pay 
for  Dec.  1960  and  on  Federal  stockpile  inventories  as  of  Nov.  1960,  including 
CCC  commodity  inventories,  pp.  129<?yl304, 


7.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Received  from  the  Budget^ureau  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  uni¬ 
form  cost-sharing  standards  for  non-F^derel  entities  cooperating  with  the 
Federal  Government  in  local  flood  pr&tecti&n  or  flood  prevention  projects;  to 
Public  Works  Committee,  p.  1290 


8.  FORESTRY.  Received  an  Idaho  Legislature  resolution  urging  that  immediate  atten¬ 
tion  be  given  "to  the  problenyfcf  raising  U.  S.  infoprt  duties  on  lumber  and  wood 
products  with  those  of  Canad#u"  p.  1291 

Received  an  Idaho  LegisL&ture  resolution  urging  Ofcngress  to  give,  attention 
to  "the  present  need  for  Uniform  motor  freight  rate  regulations  among  the 
several  States  in  the  Northwest"  so  that  lumber  produce^  could  truck  their 
products  to  market  if  Enable  to  obtain  reasonable  freight^rates.  p.  1291 


9.  FARM  YOUTH.  Sen.  Mansfield  commended  the  international  farm  Vuth  exchange  pro¬ 
gram  and  inserted  An  article,  "Montana  Farm  Youth  Shows  How  To\Bring  World 
Peace."  pp.  13330-1 


.0.  FARM  LABOR,  l/e  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  was  granted  extension 

of  time  fron/jan.  31  to  Feb.  21,  1961,  to  file  a  report  on  its  studySof  problems 
of  migratory  labor,  p.  1325 


HOUSE 


YOUTH/CORPS.  In  order  to  further  a  discussion  of  President  Kennedy's  proposal 
ot  A  Youth  Corps,  Rep.  Reuss  included  his  article  on  the  Youth  Corps,  which 
scussed  the  purpose,  size,  nnd  some  of  the  questions  concerning  the  organiza- 


-ion  of  the  Youth  Corps,  pp.  1371-3 


SENATE 


87th  Congress 
1st  Session 
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Calendar  No.  24 
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Report 
No.  28 


TO  FURTHER  AMEND  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 


January  30,  1961. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  front  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

submitted  the  following 


) 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  153] 


3 


The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  153)  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  so  that  such  act  would  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and 
recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  objective  of  this  proposed  legislation  is  to  reinstate  the  authority 
granted  to  the  President  by  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  to  submit  reorganization  plans  to  the  Congress  for  reor¬ 
ganizations  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government.  This  au¬ 
thority  expired  on  June  1,  1959. 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  was  approved  by  the  Congress  as 
a  method  of  expediting  reorganizations  within  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government.  The  1949  act,  which  was  primarily  directed 
toward  effecting  prompt  action  on  the  recommendations  of  the  first 
Hoover  Commission,  gave  the  President  much  wider  latitude  than 
the  1945  act  by  eliminating  exemptions  of  specified  agencies  and 
authorizing  him  to  submit  reorganization  plans  providing  for  the 
creation  of  new  departments  within  the  executive  branch  at  the 
Cabinet  level. 

The  act  was  extended  after  its  original  expiration  date  on  April  1, 
1953,  for  2-year  periods  in  1953,  1955,  and  1957.  The  latter  exten¬ 
sion  was  to  June  1,  1959. 

In  the  86th  Congress,  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
reported  a  bill  extending  the  provisions  of  the  act  for  2  years  after  its 
expiration  date,  or  to  June  1,  1961.  The  House  of  Representatives 
approved  an  identical  bill  but  both  the  Senate  and  House  measures 
died  on  the  Senate  Calendar  at  the  end  of  the  86th  Congress.  Unless 
a  further  extension  is  approved  by  the  87th  Congress,  the  President 
will  be  denied  the  authority  to  present  plans  designed  to  reorganize 
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the  Government  as  he  may  determine  to  be  appropriate,  which 
authority  has  been  granted  in  various  forms  to  all  Presidents  since 
1932. 

Under  provisions  of  the  act,  as  proposed  to  be  amended  by  S.  153, 
such  reorganization  plans  as  may  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President  before  June  1,  1963,  would  become  law  unless  disap¬ 
proved  by  a  majority  of  either  the  House  or  the  Senate  by  the  passage 
of  a  resolution  of  disapproval  within  60  calendar  days  after  submission 
to  the  Congress. 

Since  enactment  of  the  basic  statute  in  1949,  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  as  well  as  its  predecessor,  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  has  taken  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  Congress  should  not  surrender  nor  abrogate  its  legislative 
jurisdiction  over  matters  of  such  significance  on  a  permanent  basis. 

In  its  report  to  the  Senate  in  the  86th  Congress  (S.  Rept.  239) 
the  committee  stated  that  it  was  “the  consensus  of  the  committee 
that  the  present  Congress  should  not  commit  succeeding  Congresses 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act,  but  that  each  Congress 
should  have  the  right  to  extend  this  authority  to  the  President  or  to 
withdraw  it  as  the  necessity  dictates  at  the  time.” 

According  to  information  submitted  to  the  committee,  President 
Kennedy  will  recommend  extension  of  the  Reorganization  Act  and, 
therefore,  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  in  an  effort  to 
expedite  action,  recommends  favorable  action  on  the  bill  at  an 
early  date. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

[Public  Law  109 — 81st  Congress] 

(As  Amended) 

[Chapter  226 — 1st  Session] 

[H.R.  2361] 

AN  ACT 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949”. 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time  to  time 
reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government  and  shall 
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determine  what  changes  therein  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
following  purposes : 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws,  the  more  effec¬ 
tive  management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  expeditious  administration 
of  the  public  business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy,  to  the  fullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes ; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  consolidating  those 
having  similar  functions  under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the 
efficient  conduct  of  the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of  effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  demands  the 

carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that  such 
purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great  measure  bv  proceeding  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily 
thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation,  finds  that — - 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of  any 
agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of  any  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same  agency  or 
the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any  of  his 
functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency  which 
agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganization  plan  will  not  have  any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2 
(a),  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the 
reorganizations,  as  to  which  he  has  made  findings  and  which  he  includes 
in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number) 
to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each 
reorganization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section 
2(a).  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and 
shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in  session.  The  President, 
in  his  message  transmitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with 
respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the 
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statutory  authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function,  and  shall  specify 
the  reduction  of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as  practicable)  which 
it  is  probable  will  be  brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganizations  included  in  the  plan. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under 
section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  necessary,  the  name 
of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its 
head ;  and  shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency  resulting  from 
a  reorganization  and  the  title  of  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 
(including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  consolidation  or  other 
type  of  reorganization)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message 
transmitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization 
made  by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission  or 
board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of  any  such 
appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than 
four  yeai’s,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
that  found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not 
under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  that, 
in  the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal  government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  it  may  be  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
or  other  body  or  officer  of  such  government  designated  in  the  plan; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other  disposition 
of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorgan¬ 
ization  ; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use  in 
connection  with  any  function  or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  as  he  deems  necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganiza- 1 
tion,  or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  functions 
after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such  unexpended 
balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  for 
which  such  appropriation  was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating  the  affairs  of  any 
agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  re¬ 
organization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — • 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all 
the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  authorized  by  law 
for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  terminated 
if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 
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(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  function  which  is 
not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that  provided  by 
law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other  agency  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing 
said  government  or  all  said  functions. 

(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall  take 
effect  unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before  June  1, 
[1959.]  1968. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan 
shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calen¬ 
dar  days,  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date 
on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date 
of  transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty  day  period  there  has 
not  been  passed  by  either  of  the  two  Houses,  a  resolution  stating  in 
substance  that  the  House  does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there  shall  be 
excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions  contained  in 
the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency”  means  any 
executive  department,  commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bureau,  division,  service,  office, 
officer,  authority,  administration,  or  other  establishment,  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts 
thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  are  a  part  of 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reorganization” 
means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 
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SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation  or  other 
action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of 
or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorganization  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made 
inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  func¬ 
tion,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been  made; 
but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the 
function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes 
effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the  func¬ 
tion  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the  term  “regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy,  determi¬ 
nation,  directive,  authorization,  permit,  privilege,  requirement,  design 
nation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  commenced  by  or 
against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United  States,  hi 
his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties, 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after 
such  reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a  sur¬ 
vival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement 
of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  maintained  by  or 
against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization 
effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such  successor,  against  such 
agency  or  officer  as  the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropriations  unex¬ 
pended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  used  for 
any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS  ^ 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take  effect  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the  public 
laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted  by  the 
Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respective^,  but  applicable 
only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in 
the  case  of  resolutions  (as  defined  in  section  202) ;  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 
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(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either 
House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in 
such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution”  means  only  a 
resolution  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter  after 
the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  “That  the — - — — does  not 

favor  the  reorganization  plan  numbered - transmitted  to  Congress 

by  the  President  on — - — — - — 19 — ”,  the  first  blank  space  therein 

being  filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank 
spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  shall 
be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect  to  the 
same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same  committee)  by  the  President 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  referred  a  reso¬ 
lution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it  before 
the  expiration  of  ten  calendar  days  after  its  introduction,  it  shall  then 
(but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge  the  committee 
from  further  consideration  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  com¬ 
mittee  from  further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the  committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favoring  the  reso¬ 
lution,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be  made 
after  the  committee  has  reported  a  resolution  with  respect  to  the 
same  reorganization  plan),  and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall 
be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to,  such 
motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge 
the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any  other  resolution  with 
respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has  been  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time  thereafter  be  in  order  (even 
though  a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to 
move  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amendment 
to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  ten 
hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not 
be  debatable.  No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  respect  to  the 
discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with 
respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and  all  motions  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 
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(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  as 
the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Approved  June  20,  1949. 


Appendix  A 

Action  taken  by  the  81st,  82d,  83d,  84th,  85th,  and  86th  Congresses 
on  reorganization  plans  under  authority  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  follows: 

Action  on  reorganization  plans,  81st  Cong. 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1949 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis- 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

approval 

No. 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

1 

Department  of  Welfare _ _ 

147 

i  851 

60 

32 

Aug.  16,1949 
Aug.  17,1949 

2 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security _ 

151 

2  852 

8  8  32 

57 

3 

837 

4 

National  Security  Council  and  National 

838 

5 

Civil  Service  Commission _ 

839 

6 

Maritime  Commission.  __  _ 

None 

840 

7 

Public  Roads  Administration _ _ 

155 

927 

3  40 

47 

Aug.  17,1949 

8 

National  Military  Establishment1 2 3 * *  6 _ 

None 

None 

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
27 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1950 


Department  of  Treasury _ _ 

246-247 

« 1518 

65 

13 

May  11, 1950 

Department  of  Justice _ 

1683 

Department  of  Interior _ 

None 

1545 

Department  of  Agriculture _ _ 

263 

8  1566 

C) 

May  18,1950 

Department  of  Commerce . . ... 

259 

8  1561 

3  ‘29 

43 

May  23, 1960 

Department  of  Labor..  ...  _  _ 

1684 

(<) 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission  _ 

253 

8 1567 

66 

13 

May  17.1950 

Federal  Trade  Commission...  _ 

254 

1562 

3  34 

37 

Mav  22, 1950 

Federal  Power  Commission..  .  .  . 

255 

1563 

>37 

36 

Do. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission _ 

1685 

Federal  Communications  Commission... 

256 

1564 

50 

23 

May  17, 1950 

National  Labor  Relations  Board  .  _ 

248 

8  1516 

53 

30 

May  11,1950 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board _  _ 

1686 

Labor  Standards  Enforcement  .  _  _ 

1546 

Alaska  and  Virgin  Islands  Public  Works 

1547 

Assistance  to  School  Districts  and  Water 

1548 

Advance  Planning  and  War  Public 

Works _  .  ...  . . . . 

271 

1676 

3  29 

43 

May  23, 1950 

Building  and  Space  Management  Func- 

tions _  _  ...  ...  ._  _ _ 

270 

1675 

3  7 

69 

Do. 

1549 

Statutes  at  Large  and  Other  Matters _ 

1550 

Maritime  Commission . . . 

265 

1674 

3  14 

59 

May  19,1950 

Federal  National  Mortgage  Association. . 

299 

1936 

8  30 

43 

July  6, 1950 

1870 

RFC  to  Department  of  Commerce _ 

290 

1868 

( ‘ 7) 

July  6, 1950 

National  Security  Resources  Board _ 

Department  of  the  Treasury  8 * 10 _ 

1869 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Security  8_.  ...  _ ...  ..  .  . 

302 

1943 

(10) 

(10) 

(10) 

1  Report  in  3  separate  parts:  1  majority  and  2  minority. 

2  Report  in  2  separate  parts:  1  majority  and  1  minority. 

3  Senate  failed  to  pass  disapproving  resolution  by  necessary  49  votes,  and  plan  became  effective. 

*  Disapproving  resolution  in  House  failed  of  passage  by  voice  vote. 

3  Superseded  by  Public  Law  216,  Aug.  10,  1949. 

6  Report  contains  majority  and  minority  views. 

7  Senate  approved  resolution  by  voice  vote. 

8  Same  as  plan  No.  1  of  1950,  except  that  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  is  excluded. 

e  Designed  to  overcome  objections  to  plan  No.  1  of  1949. 

10  House  adopted  disapproving  H.  Res.  647  by  vote  of  249  to  71  on  July  10,  1950  (H.  Rept.  2320). 
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Action  on  reorganization  plans,  82d  Cong. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  OF  1951 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis¬ 
approval 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

1 

Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation . 

76 

1213 

2341 

33 

Apr.  13,1951 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1952 


1 

Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue _ 

285 

1259 

1 4  37 

53 

Mar.  13,1952 

2 

Post  Office  Department  _. _  _ 

317 

5 1747 

56 

29 

June  18,1952 

3 

Bureau  of  Customs,  Treasury  Depart- 

ment  ._  -  ...  __ . _  _ 

331 

*  1748 

51 

31 

Do. 

4 

Department  of  Justice  (U.S.  marshals)... 

330 

*  1749 

65 

28 

Do. 

5 

District  of  Columbia _ 

None 

1735 

1  Report  contains  majority  and  minority  views. 

1  Senate  failed  to  pass  disapproving  resolution  by  necessary  49  votes,  and  plan  became  effective. 

*  House  rejected  disapproving  H.  Res.  142  by  vote  of  200  to  198  on  Mar.  14,  1951  (H.  Rept.  188). 

*  Disapproving  resolution  in  House  failed  of  passage  by  voice  vote. 

!  Report  in  2  separate  parts;  1  majority  and  1  minority. 

Action  on  reorganization  plans,  88d  Cong. 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1953 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis- 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

approval 

No. 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

1 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
.  Welfare.  ....  _  _  . . . 

None 

128 

2 

Department  of  Agriculture  . . 

100 

297 

29 

46 

May  27, 1953 

3 

Office  of  Defense  Mobilization . 

4 

Department  of  Justice. ..  .  . 

None 

5 

Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington.  ... 

None 

6 

Department  of  Defense  >_.  .  .  _ 

None 

7 

Foreign  Operations  Administration.  .  . 

None 

8 

U.S.  Information  Agency .  . . 

None 

9 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers . . 

None 

10 

Payments  to  Air  Carriers . 

None 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1954 


Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 
of  the  United  States  _ .  _  _ _ 

None 

None 

Liquidation  of  Certain  Affairs  of  the  Re¬ 
construction  Finance  Corporation _ 

1  Referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  under  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  2 
committees. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1956 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis¬ 
approval 
No. 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

1 

2 

1  None 

>291 

None 

2388 

Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  _ 

1 II.  Res.  534,  disapproving  plan  No.  1,  and  H.  Res.  541,  disapproving  plan  No.  2,  were  approved  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  July  5, 1956,  by  voice  vote.  Senate  action  was  therefore  unnecessary. 
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Action  on  reorganisation  plans,  85th  Cong. 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1957 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis¬ 
approval 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

i 

Abolition  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  _ _ 

None 

None 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  19.58 


Consolidation  of  Federal  Civil  Defense 
Administration  with  Office  of  Defense 
Mobilization  2 . . . . 

297 

1717 

1  Became  effective,  .Tune  30,  1957. 

2  Became  effective,  July  1,  1958. 

Action  on  reorganization  plans,  86th  Cong. 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1959 


Plan 

No. 

Title 

Senate 
resolution 
of  dis¬ 
approval 
No. 

S.  Rept. 
No. 

Senate  vote  on  resolution  of 
disapproval 

Yeas 

Nays 

Date 

1 

Transfer  of  certain  functions  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture1  2 . . 

None 

None 

1  H.  Res.  295,  disapproving  plan,  approved  by  House  of  Representatives  on  July  7,  1959. 

2  H.R.  7681,  to  enact  the  provisions  of  plan  No.  1  of  1959,  with  certain  amendments,  became  Public  Law 
86-509  on  June  11, 1960. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  24 


S.  153 

[Report  No.  28] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  5  (legislative  day,  January  4),  1961 

Mr.  McCueluan  (for  himself,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Ervin) 
introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 

January  30, 1961 

Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act 

4  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3) ,  as  last  amended 

5  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611) ,  is  hereby 

6  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959“  and  insert- 

7  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963“. 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


I  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE, 

(For  Departmer 
Staff  Only] 


CONTENTS 
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Water  resources. . . . . 31 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  to  e/tend  Reorganization  Act.  Sen.  Morse  urged 

expanded  reforestation  program  f or ^national  forests.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  bill  to  require  State  or  local  participation  in  disaster  relief 
programs.  Sen,  Bennett  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  make  permanent  National 
Wool  Act.  Rep.  Morris  introduced  and  discussed  sugar  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  REORGANIZATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  153,  to  extend  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  so  that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans 
transmitted  by  the  President  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 
pp.  1661-6 


2.  BALANCE  OF  PAYMENTS;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Presid^t  a 
message  on  the  international  balance  of  payments  situation,  particularly  vith 
re/pect  to  gold  (H.  Doc.  84).  pp.  1637-8,  1/05-3 

In  his  message  the  President  stated  that  our  agricultural  industry  must  ma’1 
its  full  contribution  to  our  payments  balance,  and  that  he  was  "directing  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  report  on  all  feasible  and  internationally  desirable' 
means  of  expanding  our  exports  of  farm  products,  and  to  emphasize  the  need  for 
great  expansion  as  a  primary  objective  of  our  new  farm  programs." 


-  2  - 


s 


Sens.  Bush  and  Cooper  commended  the  President's  message,  pp.  1678,  1694-5/ 

3.  PO\ESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  urged  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  reforestation  of  our 

national  forests  and  inserted  correspondence  with  the  Forest  Service  on  t/he 
present  need  for  the  reforestation  of  the  forests,  pp.  1692-4 

4.  FARM  LAB&R.  Sen.  Holland  referred  to  a  recent  television  program,  "Harvest  of 
Shame,"  oepicting  certain  conditions  of  migratory  farm  workers,  stated  that  the 

migratory  labor  program  was  "grossly  unfair  to  both  migrant  agricultural  workers 
and  their  employers,"  and  discussed  some  of  the  "specific  misrej?resentations" 
of  the  program^  pp.  1669-71 

5.  ANIMAL  RESEARCH.  N-jen.  Morse  referred  to  a  bill  (S.  3570)  introduced  in  the  86th 

Congress  to  providV  rules  and  regulations  for  the  humane  treatment  of  experi¬ 
mental  animals  by  research  groups  receiving  Federal  research  funds,  and  stated 
that  as  a  result  of  protests  received  from  research  groups  he  felt  that  the 
bill  should  be  modifiea\if  it  is  introduced  in  the  present  Congress.  Sen. 

Cooper  stated  that  he  planned  to  reintroduce  the  bill  but  would  consider  certain 
modifications  as  a  result  \f  suggestions  made  by  £ne  research  groups,  pp, 

1689-92  . 

-  *  •»  *  • 

6.  SEEDS.  Sen.  Morse  urged  action 'H^y  .the  Tariff  Commission  to  restrict  the  importa¬ 

tion  of  seeds  in  order  to  protect  seed  production  in  this  country  and  inserted 
a  release  of  the  Oregon  Crop  and  UiyestoclyTveporting  Service,  "Oregon  Seed 
Crops,  1960  Annual  Summary  —  Total '^rod^ction  and  Value  Down."  pp.  1687-9 

7.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  e^ressed  concern  over  the  unemployment 

situation  in  W.  Va. ,  and  urged  enact/bentxof  legislation  to  provide  Federal  aid 
to  economically  depressed  areas,  pp.  1679y83 

8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Young,  N.  Da/*. ,  expressed  \oncern  "about  the  rift  that  has 
developed  in  recent  years  between  farm  and  nonfarm  people,"  and  inserted  two 
newspaper  articles  in  defensy  of  farmers,  pp.  1671-2 

9.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  the  report  d^.  the  Food  for  Peace  Commit^ 

appointed  by  former  Seny' Kennedy  on  Oct.  31,  1960,  "The  Food  for  Peace  Program,* 
which  discusses  ways  oj&x  surplus  food  can  be  used  for  overseas  relief,  pp, 

1655-9 

.0.  FOOD  MARKETING.  Received  from  the  Federal  Trade  Commission's  publication, 

"Economic  Inquiry  Into  Food  Marketing  --  Interim  Report  on  Frozen  Fruit,  Juices, 
and  Vegetables,/1  p.  1638 

i.1.  FOREIGN  TRADJg;  Received  the  annual  report  of  the  Tariff  Commission,  p.  1638 
l2.  ADJOURNED/until  Thurs.,  Feb.  9.  p.  1697 

HOUSE 

PROGRAM.  Rep.  Gross  inserted  a  speech  given  by  Carl  H.  Wilken,  director  of 
‘search  for  the  National  Foundation  of  Economic  Stability,  which  had  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Farmers  Grain  Dealers  Association  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Wilken  conclude< 
that  prices  of  farm  products  and  other  raw  materials  must  be  in  balance  with 
wages  and  capital  costs  if  farmers  are  to  earn  the  income  required  to  buy  the 
production  needed  to  meet  payrolls  and  capital  costs.  He  stated  that  agriculture 
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nuclear-powered  submarines  make  the 
services  of  Admiral  Rickover  more  neces¬ 
sary  than  ever  for  our  country's  strength. 


THENNEED  TO  STUDY  CONFLICT-OF- 
INTEREST  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  on 
January  26  I  cosponsored  and  com¬ 
mented  on  mo  conflict-of-interest  bills 
which  have  n^en  referred  to  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  Committee.  It  is  my  impression 
that  a  great  many  people  would  like  to 
see  the  Congress  Nyise  and  update  our 
conflict-of-interest  statutes  and  seriously 
study  ways  in  which\to  apply  similar 
statutes  to  the  MemberNff  the  Congress. 
We  cannot  have  a  douole  standard  in 
national  ethics.  N, 

The  recent  confirmation  crkthe  nomi¬ 
nations  which  President  KenWdy  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  raised  aNnumber 
of  questions  about  the  severity  and  im¬ 
pact  of  the  conflict  of  interest  statutes 
which  now  apply  to  the  executive  branch. 
This  would  be  an  appropriate  time  to  rkr 
view  this  entire  matter  and  at  the  same'' 
time  carefully  study  the  ways  in  which 
to  implement  new  conflict  of  interest 
statutes  to  apply  to  Members  of  Congress 
and  employees  of  the  legislative  branch. 

The  New  York  City  Bar  Association 
has  done  a  significant  amount  of  re¬ 
search  in  this  area  and  has  presented  a 
number  of  proposals  which  would  be  of 
interest  to  the  committee.  A  great  many 
other  groups  and  interested  individuals 
have  developed  ideas  and  programs 
which  would  be  well  worth  our  study. 

Mr.  President,  last  month,  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  commented  editorially  on 
the  need  to  undertake  such  hearings. 
Their  editorial  has  jsut  been  called  to  my 
attention.  It  is  an  excellent  and 
thoughtful  statement  on  the  need  to  re¬ 
vise  and  restructure  our  executive  con¬ 
flict-of-interest  statutes.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  editorial  be  print¬ 
ed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
wras  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  / 

The  Price  of  Service  / 

The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit  tear  has 
taken  the  only  obvious  course  opeiy  to  It 
under  the  law  in  requiring  incoming  high 
Defense  Department  officials  to  give  up  all 
financial  interest  in  firms  doing  business 
with  the  Department.  The  la/  has  been 
interpreted  to  require  divestiture  even 
though  the  interest  may  be /mall  and  the 
connection  remote  betweejl  said  business 
and  the  official’s  duties. /The  holding  of 
10  shares  in  an  electric ^company  that  sells 
power  to  some  remoter' airbase,  or  a  share 
in  almost  any  paperclip  company  are,  we 
take  it,  verboten.  The  law  was  thus  applied 
to  Mr.  EIsenhowe/4  Secretaries  and  could 
hardly  be  softened  by  a  mere  committee 
consent.  / 

So  vast  an/varied  are  the  operations  of 
the  Defense  ^Department  that  there  is  hardly 
any  important  industrial  investment  oppor¬ 
tunity  tlyu  is  not  foreclosed  under  this  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  law.  The  statute  is 
nearly/4  century  old  but,  on  its  face,  re¬ 
main/  as  fair  and  necessary  as  any  simple 
rule'' in  this  field  can  be.  The  effect  today, 
however,  is  to  demand  wholly  outrageous 
sacrifices  for  an  opportunity  to  serve. 

'  The  several  ways  suggested  in  the  hearings 
by  which  the  law’s  effect  could  be  softened 
without  compromising  its  basic  intent  ought 


now  to  have  the  fresh  and  sympathetic  at¬ 
tention  of  Congress.  And  while  they  are  at 
it,  Members  might  well  look  to  their  own 
favored  legal  position  in  this  respect.  They 
could  more  gracefully  exact  these  tributes 
to  purity  from  others  if  they  themselves  had 
to  make  at  least  some  formal  accounting  of 
potential  conflicts. 


INTERNATIONAL  TRADE  FAIR— 
SEATTLE,  WASH. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
only  international  trade  fair  scheduled 
annually  in  the  United  States  west  of 
Chicago  is  celebrating  its  10th  anniver¬ 
sary  in  Seattle,  Wash.,  April  20-30,  1961. 
It  is  the  oldest  international  trade  fair 
in  the  United  States. 

This  is  the  Washington  State  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  Fair,  a  nonprofit  organ¬ 
ization  supported  by  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  by  ports  of  entry  in  our  State 
and  by  business  and  labor  organizations 
in  our  area. 

Through  its  first  9  years  our  trade*] 
fair  has  been  a  display  of  products  anfl  j 
a  cultural  exchange  between  all  the  /la-  j 
Jions  of  the  Pacific  Rim.  It  has  grown  ; 
constantly  larger  and  more  effective  and 
this  year  is  expanding  to  include  Euro- 
peaK  and  African  nations  fo/the  first 
time.\  / 

OurVade  fair  is  a  meeting  place  for 
buyers  and  sellers.  It  includes  a  mer- 
chandising\clinic  where/American  busi¬ 
ness  methods  are  fufiy  explained  and 
demonstrated\k>  oug  visitors’  satisfac¬ 
tion.  It  is  a  place  where  lasting  associa¬ 
tions  are  formecK/or  mutual  profit  and 
friendship.  /\ 

This  annua/  international  gathering 
on  the  shore/  of  Pug^t  Sound  is  a  re¬ 
minder  thay  we  are  all Veighbors  in  the 
modern  w/ld.  \ 

The  personnel  who  comeSfrom  Europe 
to  oui/xrade  fair  arrive  inM0}4  hours 
and  American  store  buyers,  representing 
43  /nillion  Americans  reach  Seattle  by 
je/in  less  than  2  hours.  \ 

/Thus,  buyers  and  sellers  from  all\over 
The  world  meet  in  Seattle  as  quicklV  as 
they  met  only  a  few  years  ago,  at\a 
county  seat.  > 

We  invite  all  of  you  to  our  trade  fair 
to  see  the  remarkable  displays  and  to 
meet  with  our  friends  and  business  as¬ 
sociates  from  all  over  the  world. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  in  the  morn¬ 
ing  hour,  I  shall  move  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  legisla¬ 
tive  business,  Calendar  No.  28,  S.  153. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  fur¬ 
ther  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  REORGANIZATION 
ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  24,  S.  153. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  153) 
to  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such  act  will 


apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  June  1, 1963. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  desires  to  discuss  the  re¬ 
organization  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  nothing  new  in  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  bill  would  simply  extend  the 
Reorganization  Act,  in  all  of  its  terms 
and  provisions,  identically  as  it  is  at  pres¬ 
ent.  It  would  extend  until  June  1963,  the 
time  for  the  President  to  exercise  the 
authority  and  powers  which  the  present 
act  confers  upon  him. 

In  times  past,  in  the  course  of  the 
development  of  the  present  law,  con¬ 
troversies  have  arisen  with  respect  to  its 
provisions,  its  limitations,  the  authority 
it  grants,  and  the  veto  power  of  Con¬ 
gress  with  respect  to  reorganization 
plans.  The  conflicting  views,  however, 
over  the  past  dozen  years,  have  finally 
been  resolved.  Each  side  has  made  some 
concessions.  The  result  is  that  the  stat¬ 
ute  now,  in  my  opinion,  adequately  pre¬ 
serves  the  integrity  of  the  legislative 
process,  and,  at  the  same  time,  confers 
upon  the  President  the  power  to  reor¬ 
ganize  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  No  agency  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  is  now  ex¬ 
empt  from  that  authority.  This  was  not 
true  in  the  original  acts  passed  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

So  far  as  I  know,  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  bill  or  to  the  statute  in  its  present 
form. 

The  power  to  reorganize  has  been  given 
to  past  Presidents;  certainly  the  same 
authority  should  be  accorded  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  and  the  new  administra¬ 
tion.  I  therefore  trust  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  will  pass. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mi’.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  join  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  in 
his  statement  relating  to  this  proposal. 
The  President  and  the  new  administra¬ 
tion  need  the  new  reorganization  au¬ 
thority,  as  did  the  preceding  adminis¬ 
trations.  As  the  Senator  has  so  well 
stated,  we  in  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  believe,  as  a  result  of 
the  many  times  this  legislation  has  been 
before  Congress,  that  the  so-called 
wrinkles  have  been  ironed  out;  that  we 
have  been  able  to  arrive  at  a  working 
relationship  between  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch,  so 
that  all  possible  authority  that  is  re¬ 
quired  for  an  effective  reorganization 
is  granted,  while  at  the  same  time  the 
legislative  branch  has  not  abrogated  its 
responsibility  in  the  field  of  legislative 
action. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  that  is 
true.  No  one  has  received  everything 
he  wants  in  the  proposed  legislation; 
but  I  do  not  believe  there  is  anything 
really  at  issue  now  which  is  fundamen¬ 
tal  to  either  side.  I  believe  the  bill  pro- 
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vides  adequate  power  for  the  President, 
in  all  areas  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  to  submit  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans,  even  to  the  extent  of  estab¬ 
lishing  new  departments  of  government. 
That  was  an  issue  at  one  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  At  one  time  there 
were  as  many  as  21  different  agencies. 
That  situation  simply  limited  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  field  of  operations  to  such  a 
point  that  it  was  almost  ineffective.  In 
my  judgment,  the  bill  in  its  present 
form  contains  adequate  safeguards  for 
Congress  and  adequate,  broad  author¬ 
ity  for  the  President  to  accomplish  the 
results  desired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  President  Eisenhower 
was  fully  aware  of  the  need  for  authority 
of  this  kind,  because  of  the  ponderous 
nature  of  government  and  the  growing 
complications  and  functions  of  govern¬ 
ment  year  after  year.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  question  of  reorganization  and 
the  extension  of  the  act  on  a  permanent 
basis  were  matters  for  leadership  discus¬ 
sion.  I  made  some  endeavor  in  the  last 
Congress  to  secure  the  consideration  of 
the  President’s  bill  for  a  permanent  Re¬ 
organization  Act. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  extension  of 
the  act  for  a  2-year  period,  but  I  want 
the  record  to  be  abundantly  clear  that 
the  previous  administration  was  fully 
aware  of  the  need  for  the  reorganization 
authority  and  endeavored  to  secure  its 
enactment;  but,  tragically  enough,  we 
failed.  I  am  grateful,  therefore  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  for 
bringing  the  bill  before  the  Senate  at  an 
early  date  in  the  new  session,  because  I 
think  what  is  sought  is  necessary.  The 
reorganization  of  the  Government  is  a 
continuing  process,  one  which  must  be 
carried  on  almost  constantly. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader.  There  are  dif¬ 
ferent  views  with  respect  to  whether  the 
act  should  be  made  permanent.  As  we 
proceed  each  2  years  to  reevaluate  and 
renew  the  authority  and  to  extend  the 
act  further,  we  may  all  conclude  later 
that  the  authority  should  be  made  per¬ 
manent  and,  therefore,  not  be  subject  to 
review  each  2  years  by  Congress. 

The  fact  that  today  the  Senate  can 
consider  a  bill  without  any  change  in  the 
last  statute  enacted  is  indicative  that 
if  reorganization  powers  are  needed  con¬ 
tinuously,  now  that  the  issues  have  been 
resolved,  hereafter  we  might  well  con¬ 
sider  making  the  authority  permanent, 
though  I  am  not  making  an  unreserved 
committal  at  the  moment.  However,  I 
think  it  has  been  well  that  we  did  not 
make  it  permanent  in  the  beginning,  be¬ 
cause  in  the  processes  of  reviewing  the 
act  at  intervals,  we  have  so  improved  it 
that  now  I  believe  it  is  a  pretty  good 
law.  The  fundamental  considerations  of 
the  executive  branch  and  of  Congress  are 
pretty  well  protected. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  that  what 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  says  gen¬ 
erally  about  the  law  and  the  objectives 
of  the  law  is  all  right.  The  law  deals,  I 
know,  with  the  whole  executive  estab¬ 
lishment,  but  there  are  some  agencies 
which  are  the  arms  of  Congress,  so  es¬ 
tablished  by  law.  In  other  words,  they 
report  to  Congress.  It  is  true  that  we 
allow  the  Executive  to  make  the  appoint¬ 
ments  to  the  agencies.  Most  of  the 
nominations  come  for  consideration  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce,  of  which  I  am  the 
chairman.  Those  agencies  include  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission, 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  among 
others.  In  the  basic  law  creating  those 
agencies,  which  is  very  clear  in  its  impli- 
■  cation,  they  were  intended  to  be  crea¬ 
tures  of  Congress,  to  do  certain  work 
which  Congress  intended  they  should  do. 
Congress  could  not  spell  out,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  type  of  power  license  to  be 
issued.  We  created  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  and  said,  “Let  the  Commis¬ 
sion  act  for  Congress  and  hold  hearings 
and  make  the  decisions.” 

Such  agencies  come  under  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  only  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  President  may  appoint  its 
members.  Congress  placed  the  ap¬ 
pointive  power  with  the  President.  The 
nominations  of  the  commissioners  are 
confirmed  by  Congress. 

I  have  no  objection  to  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  or  the  administration 
is  trying  to  do  with  respect  to  the  re¬ 
organization  of  some  of  the  agencies.  I 
suppose  no  one  has  been  more  critical 
of  the  so-called  independent  agencies 
in  the  administration  than  I  have.  How¬ 
ever,  many  of  the  agencies,  such  as  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  have 
had  more  work  thrust  upon  them. 

No  one  has  been  more  critical  of  the 
independent  agencies  than  I  have  been 
or  my  committee  has  been,  and  they  have 
done  some  things  which,  in  some  cases, 
have  required  amendments  to  the  law. 
We  have  submitted  some  proposed 
amendments.  In  other  cases,  the  agen¬ 
cies  weave  around  themselves  a  web 
from  which  they  do  not  seem  to  be  able 
to  extricate  themselves  administratively. 
Sometimes  there  is  a  question  of  the  suf¬ 
ficiency  of  personnel. 

In  addition,  sometimes  the  number  of 
the  members  of  such  a  commission  is  at 
issue.  I  am  not  critical  of  individual 
commissioners;  but  it  has  been  suggested 
that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion  might  be  less  unwieldy  if,  instead  of 
having  11  members,  it  had  4,  5,  or  even 
3  members. 

It  has  been  suggested,  at  the  other 
extreme,  that  there  be  a  director,  and 
also  a  board  of  appeals,  in  case  some 
persons  did  not  like  action  which  had 
been  taken,  and  wished  to  appeal. 

It  is  true,  as  was  pointed  out  by  the 
Landis  report  and  by  our  committees 
during  the  last  5  or  6  years,  that  the 
average  case  before  one  of  these  agen¬ 
cies  takes  15  or  16  months,  and  some¬ 
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times  takes  even  years.  The  result  of 
such  delay  is  that  the  barn  door  may 
be  locked  after  the  horse  has  been  stolen. 
In  addition,  many  small  firms,  such  as 
trucking  concerns,  cannot  afford  to  have 
adequate  representation  before  these 
agencies  in  Washington. 

I  believe  that  the  members  of  these 
agencies  individually  do  very  fine  work; 
but  the  collective  situation  is  a  bad  one. 

So  the  purposes  of  Senate  bill  153  are 
good.  However,  we  must  remember  that 
these  agencies  are  aims  of  Congress. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  that  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  has  juris¬ 
diction  over  these  agencies,  which  have 
been  created  chiefly  in  the  field  of  trans¬ 
portation,  interstate  commerce,  commu¬ 
nications,  railroads,  buslines,  pipelines, 
and  so  forth.  Suppose  the  President 
sends  to  Congress  a  plan  calling  for  re¬ 
organization  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  let  us  say.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  responsibility  for  that  agency, 
and  reports  to  the  Senate  the  nomina¬ 
tions  of  the  members  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  makes  recommendations  re¬ 
garding  the  action  to  be  taken  by  the 
Senate  on  the  nominations.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  is  also  constantly  concerned  with 
any  necessary  changes  in  the  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  the  Commission.  In  other 
words,  all  that  responsibility  rests  with 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce.  If  such  a  message  were 
sent  to  Congress,  it  would  be  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations,  headed  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  ;  and  our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  would  have  nothing  to  say  about 
the  proposed  reorganization,  despite  the 
fact  that,  actually,  we  believe  such  a 
reorganization  should  be  made. 

I  refer  to  the  practicalities  of  this  sit¬ 
uation  and  the  responsibilities  of  the 
standing  Senate  committees  in  regard  to 
these  matters.  In  particular,  I  refer  to 
the  responsibility  of  our  committee,  be¬ 
cause  the  situation  as  regards  these 
agencies  is  unusual,  inasmuch  as  they 
are  arms  of  Congress.  Is  our  committee 
to  be  abolished?  Are  we  to  be  allowed 
to  have  anything  to  say  about  plans  to 
reorganize  these  agencies?  It  is  true 
that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  testify 
before  the  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
would  be  most  generous  in  that  respect. 
But  this  situation  is  one  which  we  con¬ 
front  from  day  to  day  in  regard  to  meas¬ 
ures  which  relate  to  activities  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  which  are 
the  responsibility  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  is  actually  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  rules  of  the  Senate.  I 
have  no  authority  to  make  any  commit¬ 
tal  which  would  contravene  the  rules  of 
the  Senate. 

My  own  view  is  that  there  would  never 
be  any  objection  by  me,  as  a  Member 
of  the  Senate,  to  having  the  committee 
which  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter  concerned  study  such  a  plan  and 
also  make  its  recommendations. 

But  it  is  my  understanding  that — as 
the  rules  now  provide — when  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  is  sent  to  Congress,  it  is  re- 
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ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations ;  but  in  order  to  have  any  ac¬ 
tion  taken  on  the  plan,  a  resolution  of 
disapproval  must  be  submitted.  Any 
Senator  can  submit  it,  as  I  understand. 
In  other  words,  if  no  such  resolution 
is  submitted  and  voted  on,  the  plan  will 
go  into  effect.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes ;  that  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  So  if  such  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  came  to  the  Congress, 
if  the  Senator  from  Washington  decided 
that  his  committee  wished  to  investigate 
and  consider  and  hold  hearings  on  the 
plan,  the  committee  could  proceed  by 
means  of  authorizing  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  to  submit  a  resolution  of 
disapproval,  and  that  resolution  would 
be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations;  and  before  that  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
could  be  heard.  But  there  would  never 
be  any  objection  on  my  part  to  having 
any  committee  which  had  legislative 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  also 
consider  it.  However,  of  course,  I  cannot 
change  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  understand  that. 
But  I  am  trying  to  work  out  some  satis¬ 
factory  arrangement,  because  this  mat¬ 
ter  is  a  peculiar  one.  Our  standing  com¬ 
mittees  have  jurisdiction  over  various 
fields.  For  instance,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  that  field,  although  the  Execu¬ 
tive  has  authority  to  determine  the  pol¬ 
icies  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  to  appoint  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

On  the  other  hand,  our  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  han¬ 
dles  five  independent  regulatory  agencies 
which  are  arms  of  the  Congress;  and 
those  agencies  report  to  the  Congress, 
not  to  the  Executive.  So  that  places  a 
somewhat  different  responsibility  on  our 
committee. 

Personally,  it  is  satisfactory  to  me  to 
have  the  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations  take  over  this  responsibility; 
and  if  that  were  done,  it  would  save  me 
a  great  deal  of  work. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  But  I  am  not  seek¬ 
ing  additional  work. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  However,  I  am  not 
speaking  for  the  committee. 

The  other  day,  in  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration,  we  disscussed 
this  matter,  and  I  was  almost  tempted  to 
say  that  all  of  us  might  as  well  resign, 
and  then  attempt  to  be  appointed  to 
membership  on  the  Committee  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  would  not  object 
to  that - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Neither  would  I  be¬ 
cause  the  committee  has  an  excellent 
chairman. 

But  the  various  standing  committees 
have  responsibility  for  the  agencies  to 
which  such  reorganizations  relate. 

Suppose  there  came  to  the  Congress  a 
message  which  called  for  reorganization 
of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  or  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  The 
committee  which  works  with  those  agen¬ 
cies  and  has  to  pass  on  the  laws  and  the 
policies  which  affect  them  would  then 
have  nothing  to  say  about  such  a  reor¬ 


ganization,  except  as  that  committee 
might  report  to  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  standing  com¬ 
mittee  which  has  legislative  authority  in 
that  field  might  report  a  resolution  of 
disapproval. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  the  committee 
would  have  to  appear  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations,  just  as 
any  other  witness  would,  in  order  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  resolution. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  course  the 
chairman  of  that  committee  and  its  other 
members  would  be  welcome  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee.  But,  in  my  judgment,  there  is 
nothing'  to  prevent  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  which 
has  legislative  jurisdiction,  from  imme¬ 
diately  taking  up  any  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  which  might  be  submitted;  and 
that  committee  could  consider  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  disapproval  and  could  hold  hear¬ 
ings  on  it,  before  it  reported  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Our  committee 
could  consider  such  a  resolution  and 
could  hold  all  the  hearings  on  it  that  it 
wished  to,  but  could  not  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes,  it  could  be 
voted  on  by  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce;  and  if  our  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  act  on  it  within  10  days, 
that  committee  could  submit  a  resolution 
to  discharge  our  committee  from  further 
consideration  of  the  resolution. 

I  understand  what  the  Senator  from 
Washington  is  referring  to.  However, 
so  far  as  the  rules  of  the  Senate  are 
concerned,  I  am  powerless  to  make  to 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  some  committal  that  I  would 
have  no  authority  to  initiate. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  understand. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Washington  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  seems  to  me  this 
matter  is  not  at  all  insoluble.  First  of 
all,  if  a  majority  of  the  Senate  dis¬ 
agreed  with  a  reorganization  plan,  the 
plan  would  be  dead. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington,  held  hearings  on 
a  plarl  which  related  to  reorganization  of 
one  of  the  regulatory  agencies  which 
come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  com¬ 
mittee,  and  if  the  committee  subse¬ 
quently  expressed  its  disapproval  of  the 
proposed  reorganization - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Or  its  approval. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  either  one.  If 
it  expressed  its  approval,  that  would 
have  great  effect  in  assuring  all  other 
Senators  that  the  plan  was  satisfactory, 
because  that  committee  is  much  more  ex¬ 
pert  in  regard  to  matters  which  relate  to 
the  entire  area  of  the  regulatory  agen¬ 
cies. 

If  the  committee  expressed  its  dis¬ 
approval,  and  then  reported  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  resolution  of  disapproval,  certainly 
that  would  have  its  effect  on  the  think¬ 
ing  of  the  other  Members  of  the  Senate. 
Indeed,  I  venture  to  say  that  such  a  reso¬ 


lution  of  disapproval  by  the  Senator's 
committee  would  carry  with  it  a  majority 
vote  in  this  body,  because  of  the  high 
regard  which  all  Members  of  the  Senate 
have  for  that  committee,  as  well  as  for 
the  other  committees.  We  generally  go 
along  with  the  recommendations  made 
by  our  committees,  because  they  have 
their  specific  assignments. 

But,  under  the  rules,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  would  be  required  to  hold  some 
hearings  on  all  reorganization  plans  if 
resolutions  of  disapproval  were  entered. 
However,  this  does  not  prevent  other 
committees  from  holding  hearings  on 
exactly  the  same  subject. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  This  would  be  the 
procedure:  If  it  were  desired  to  have 
adopted  a  resolution  of  disapproval,  that 
committee  would  then  report  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  resolution,  but  it  would  then  be 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  However,  as  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  acting  majority  leader  has 
said,  there  would  certainly  be  quite  an 
influence  in  this  body  if  a  committee 
sponsored  a  resolution  of  disapproval.  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will 
vouch  for  the  statement  that  I  am  not 
as  enthusiastic  about  some  of  the  re¬ 
organization  plans  as  are  some  of  my 
colleagues,  and  some  of  the  members 
of  my  committee.  I  have  opposed  as 
many  of  them  as  I  have  supported,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  that  became  controver¬ 
sial.  I  have  not  gone  overboard.  How¬ 
ever,  there  is  involved  a  rules  problem 
that  I  cannot  resolve  for  the  Senator; 
but  I  will  cooperate  with  his  committee, 
and  every  committee  in  Congress  that 
has  legislative  jurisdiction,  with  respect 
to  getting  their  sentiments  and  getting 
their  views,  and  giving  them  every  op¬ 
portunity  for  study. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  would  do  that.  The 
only  reason  why  I  raised  the  point  was 
that  the  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  Committee,  for  example,  has  jur¬ 
isdiction  over  matters  relating  to  the 
Commerce  Department.  When  it  is 
suggested  that  we  would  have  no  reason 
to  examine  the  reorganization  plan  of 
the  President  referring  to  an  executive 
department,  I  point  out  that,  in  the  nar¬ 
row  field  of  these  particular  agencies, 
they  are  arms  of  the  Congress  by  the 
basic  laws  which  established  them;  and 
that  becomes  a  little  different  matter. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator.  I  would  be  very  jealous  about 
wanting  to  know  what  the  effect  and  im¬ 
pact  of  these  reorganization  plans  would 
be.  In  some  areas,  sometimes  it  might 
be  better  to  deal  with  the  matters  by  leg¬ 
islation,  rather  than  by  reorganization 
plans.  There  have  been  some  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  in  the  past  when  I  felt  re¬ 
organization  was  not  the  proper  ap¬ 
proach;  that  a  legislative  approach  was 
needed,  where  there  would  be  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  amendment,  change,  and 
modification,  as  we  discussed  and  stud¬ 
ied  the  problem,  because  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan,  as  Senators  know,  is  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  amendment.  Sometimes  I  think 
we  defeated  one  or  two  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  when  we  felt  the  matter 
could  be  dealt  with  better  by  legislation 
than  by  a  reorganization  plan,  or  where 
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the  reorganization  plan  simply  went  too 
far,  and  did  something  we  felt  it  should 
not  do.  The  proponents  came  back 
with  another  reorganization  plan.  I 
think  that  occurred  in  one  or  two  in¬ 
stances.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  With  reference  to 
the  so-called  Landis  report,  and  there 
have  been  others  that  were  similar,  I 
agree  with  the  objectives,  because,  sure¬ 
ly,  we  need  to  do  something  about  the 
independent  agencies;  but  they  are 
arms  of  Congress.  There  are  a  lot  of 
“Hill”  lawyers  who  try  to  tell  us  the  sit¬ 
uation  is  different,  but  they  are  not  cor¬ 
rect.  I  think  no  responsible  person 
looking  at  the  history  of  the  basic  leg¬ 
islation  establishing  these  agencies  will 
doubt  that  they  are  arms  of  Congress. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  that  he  is  to 
be  commended  for  discussing  the  matter 
at  this  time.  I  think  he  is  performing 
a  real  service.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I 
cannot  go  beyond  the  rules,  but  I  can 
assure  the  Senator  that  he  will  have 
every  cooperation  from  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  to  see  that  his  rights  are  protected, 
to  the  end  that  reorganization  plans  do 
not  go  beyond  what  they  are  supposed 
to,  or  fail  to  meet  responsibilities  that 
they  should  meet. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  that  if  anybody 
feels  the  Senate  may  not  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  pass  on  any  reorganization 
plan,  there  is  the  right  to  discharge  a 
committee  from  consideration  of  a  spe¬ 
cific  matter,  and  we  have  the  right  to 
exercise  that  power.  So  at  no  point  does 
it  get  beyond  the  control  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct; 
and  once  the  matter  gets  on  the  calendar, 
it  is  privileged,  and  can  be  brought  up  at 
any  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  was  my 
pleasure  and  honor  to  serve  under  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  at 
the  time  the  reorganization  bill  was  put 
into  effect  in  1949.  As  one  who  voted 
with  the  Senator  and  helped  to  con¬ 
sider  the  matter  when  it  originally  be¬ 
came  law,  it  was  my  hope  that  even¬ 
tually  these  powers  would  come  back 
to  Congress,  and  we  would  not  be  sur¬ 
rendering  the  power  of  reorganization 
indefinitely. 

It  has  been  my  impression  in  recent 
years  that  all  the  reorganizations  that 
have  been  accomplished  by  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  could  have  been  accomplished 
by  means  of  legislation,  if  needed.  I 
speak  only  for  myself,  but  what  I  fear,  in 
this  regard,  is  that  over  a  period  of  time 
Congress  shall  have  surrendered  this 
power,  and  it  shall  never  repose  with  us 
again.  The  President  may  come  to  feel 
that  Congress  need  not  be  consulted, 
or  that  it  is  not  within  the  power  of 
Congress  to  regulate  both  executive  and 
independent  agencies.  However,  if  the 
President  cared  to  follow  that  procedure, 


it  would  be  simple  as  an  infringement  of 
the  executive  prerogatives,  for  some  of 
us  to  oppose  a  reorganization  plan  that 
we  thought  might  not  be  wise. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  consider,  both 
as  chairman  of  a  committee  and  as  a 
Member  of  this  body,  that  these  pow¬ 
ers  should,  perhaps  after  the  end  of  2 
years,  at  least  reside  in  the  Congress  for 
a  while.  Congress  has  been  willing  to 
cooperate  with  the  executive.  I  believe 
that,  whenever  a  reorganization  proposal 
has  had  merit,  Congress  has  granted  it 
to  the  President  by  means  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  just  as  it  would  by  not  interposing 
an  objection  to  a  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  may  point  out 
that  right  now  it  is  back  in  the  hands 
of  Congress.  Congress  can  extend  this 
power,  grant  it  again,  or  withhold  it. 
I  believe  it  expired  in  June  1959.  It 
has  been  in  the  Congress  since  that  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  May  I  say 
I  think  it  is  a  very  healthful  situation 
that  it  comes  back  to  the  Congress  from 
time  to  time,  and,  if  there  is  no  real 
necessity  for  passing  reorganization 
bills,  that  it  stay  in  the  Congress.  I 
would  agree  that  a  new  administration, 
for  a  period  of  time,  should  have  power 
to  submit  reorganization  plans. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  are  those 
who  feel,  and  they  are  conscientious 
about  it,  that  the  authority  should  be 
granted  only  for  a  certain  period,  that 
the  power  should  come  back  to  Congress 
every  2  or  3  years,  so  we  can  review 
it  and  see  what  has  been  done  under  the 
law,  with  the  idea  of  amending  existing 
statutes,  or  withholding  the  authority  if 
it  has  not  had  good  results.  There  is 
a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether 
reorganizations  have  had  good  results.  I 
have  seen  some  pass  that  I  did  not 
think  were  good.  The  resolution  of  dis¬ 
approval  was  defeated  over  my  protest. 
However,  I  cannot  always  be  right,  and 
out  of  the  whole  there  has  come  some 
good,  because  it  is  difficult  for  Congress 
to  process  legislation  in  these  fields.  We 
all  know  that.  The  machinery  is  quite 
slow  in  these  fields.  But  if  presented, 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  the 
proposals.  It  does  expedite  matters,  to 
say  the  least.  I  would  not  argue  that 
expedition  and  efficiency  and  better  or¬ 
ganization  always  go  hand  in  hand. 

There  have  been  instances  in  which 
reorganizations  which  were  good  in  im¬ 
proving  the  economy  and  the  efficiency 
of  the  Government  have  been  effected. 

Under  the  law  the  Congress  will  have 
the  final  say.  The  Congress  can  veto 
any  proposal. 

Originally,  it  took  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  of  both  Houses  to  veto  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  I  always  opposed  that.  I 
would  oppose  it  now.  Under  the  terms 
of  the  law  one  House  of  the  Congress 
can,  by  a  resolution  of  disapproval,  pre¬ 
vent  a  reorganization  plan  from  becom¬ 
ing  law.  That  is  the  way  it  should  be, 
in  my  judgment.  I  would  not  vote  to 
relax  that  restraint  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress.  I  think  that  power  should  be 
vested  in  the  Congress.  If  one  House 
votes  to  disapprove  a  reorganization 
plan,  it  cannot  become  law,  exactly  the 
same  as  the  situation  if  one  House  dis¬ 
approves  a  bill,  which  does  not  become 


law.  That  is  the  provision  with  regard 
to  reorganization  plans. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  agree  thoroughly  with 
what  the  chairman  of  the  committee  has 
said.  This  will  not  vacate  permanently 
the  power  of  the  Congress.  I  was  one 
who,  in  the  committee,  held  the  position 
that  a  2-year  extension  was  long  enough. 
That  would  give  us  a  chance  to  look  at 
the  matter  again,  which  I  think  we 
should  have.  I  think  also  that  the 
Executive  does  have  a  responsibility  to 
make  suggestions  of  this  kind. 

With  respect  to  the  question  raised  by 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  I  think 
the  Senator  can  get  some  consolation 
from  the  terms  of  the  act  itself,  as  the 
language  appears  on  page  5  of  the  re¬ 
port.  There  is  at  least  an  implicit  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  point  the  Senator  makes 
concerning  agencies  which  are  responsi¬ 
ble  to  Congress  and  which  are  created 
as  branches  of  the  Congress. 

Section  7  reads: 

When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  "agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commis¬ 
sion,  council,  independent  establishment. 
Government  corporation,  board,  bureau,  divi¬ 
sion,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  admin¬ 
istration,  or  other  establishment,  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  ex¬ 
cept  the  courts  thereof.  Such  term  does  not 
include  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government. 

That  language  certainly  implies  that 
those  areas  of  executive  activity  which 
are  in  fact  branches  of  the  Congress 
are  considered  to  be  in  some  special 
classification  as  to  which  Congress  has 
a  special  responsibility. 

Speaking  for  the  minority,  I  concur 
completely  in  the  willingness  expressed 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  to 
take  any  and  every  step  necessary  to  see 
to  it  that  the  appropriate  legislative 
.committee  does  have  an  opportunity  to 
hold  hearings  and  does  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  its  recommendations. 
We  are  not  trying  to  superimpose  our 
judgment  upon  all  the  committees  of 
the  Congress.  This  is  our  responsibility. 
We  have  a  right  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  respect  to  it.  Certainly,  the 
legislative  committees  which  have  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  areas  such  as  those  the 
Senator  mentioned,  I  think  not  only 
should  have  the  right  but  also  have  the 
duty  to  hold  hearings  and  to  make  rec¬ 
ommendations,  pro  or  con. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  quite  clear  that  the  only 
agencies  which  are  to  be  exempted  from 
the  operation  of  the  law  are  the  two 
mentioned  in  the  act  itself.  All  the  other 
regulatory  agencies,  as  to  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Washington 
expressed  concern,  are  to  be  included 
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within  the  purview  of  the  law.  Whether 
that  is  a  wise  course  or  not  is  another 
matter,  but  it  seems  to  be  very  clear  that 
the  enumeration  of  the  two  in  the  act 
will  exclude  all  the  others. 

It  is  quite  apparent,  from  looking  at 
the  list  of  agencies  which  have  been 
reorganized  in  the  past,  as  shown  on 
pages  8,  9,  and  10  of  the  able  report  of 
the  distinguished  committee,  that  many 
of  the  agencies  mentioned  by  the  dis-„ , 
tinguished  Senator  from  Washington, 
whose  activities  fall  within  the  peculiar 
field  of  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
which  he  so  ably  heads,  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  have  been  reorganized  in  the 
past. 

Those  reorganizations  have  stood.  I 
note  that  in  at  least  one  case,  that  of  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  a  majority 
of  the  Senate,  expressing  its  will  upon 
the  matter,  did  not  approve  the  reor¬ 
ganization,  but  the  majority  was  less 
than  49,  then  required  by  the  terms  of 
the  law  to  be  cast  against  any  particular 
reorganization  plan  to  stop  it  from  be¬ 
coming  operative. 

If  the  Senator  from  Florida  is  cor¬ 
rectly  advised,  it  would  now  require  50 
or  51  affirmative  votes  to  be  cast  against 
a  particular  program,  or  in  favor  of  a 
resolution  to  disapprove  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan,  in  the  Senate,  to  upset  it.  On 
that  point  is  the  Senator  from  Florida 
correctly  advised? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  is  in¬ 
correctly  advised  on  that.  Under  the 
present  law  it  requires  only  a  majority 
of  those  who  are  present  and  voting. 
The  provision  to  which  the  Senator  re¬ 
ferred  has  been  changed.  That  was  the 
provision  of  the  former  act.  The  present 
act  provides  for  only  a  majority  vote. 

I  have  always  maintained  that  is  the 
correct  procedure.  It  maintains  and 
preserves  legislative  integrity  over  these 
matters.  The  reorganization  plan  may 
not  become  law  if  a  majority  of  either 
House  opposes  the  plan.  In  that  cir¬ 
cumstance  a  plan  should  not  go  into# 
effect,  in  my  judgment.  * 

That  is  the  law  as  it  is  now  written. 

I  hope  the  provision  will  remain  that 
way.  So  far  as  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  is 
concerned,  the  law  is  going  to  stay  that 
way.  We  do  not  wish  to  prevent  the 
President  from  presenting  his  plans — 
whatever  plans  he  has — but  I  do  not 
wish  to  see  the  Congress  abdicate  its  re¬ 
sponsibility.  I  should  like  to  preserve 
legislative  integrity. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mi\  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  will  find 
that  provision  on  page  5  of  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  commend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  insistence  that  a  majority  of 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  participating 
in  a  session  when  a  quorum  is  present 
certainly  should  have  the  right  to  dis¬ 
approve  a  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  fought  for  that 
provision  for  years,  and  we  finally  ob¬ 
tained  it.  The  House  has  gone  along 
with  it  now. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  on  that. 

I  should  like  to  ask  whether  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  correct  in  his  un¬ 
derstanding  that  all  regulatory  agencies 
are  within  the  purview  of  the  act  in 
question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  are. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  only  agencies 
excluded  as  being  peculiarly  a  part  of 
the  legislative  branch  are  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  and 
the  General  Accounting  Office? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  is  my  interpretation  of  the 
language. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  in  expressing  some  reluc¬ 
tance  to  approve  the  proposal,  since  it 
runs  that  far.  However,  I  recognize  the 
fact  that,  with  all  the  press  of  business 
which  is  upon  the  Congress,  some  initi¬ 
ative  has  to  be  given  to  the  Executive 
even  in  this  field.  I  am  willing  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  proposal  simply  because  the 
press  of  business  is  so  great  that  I  know 
the  committees  having  jurisdiction  over 
these  matters  cannot  give  them  the 
careful  attention  they  need. 

I  comfort  myself  with  the  fact  that 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  insisted 
upon  changing  the  older  rule,  so  that 
now  a  majority  of  the  Senate  present 
and  debating  a  measure  can  turn  down 
any  reorganization  plan,  regardless  of 
what  is  the  attitude  of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  A  majority  of  the 
other  body,  with  a  quorum  present,  con¬ 
sidering  the  measure,  can  turn  down  a 
proposed  reorganization  plan  regard¬ 
less  of  what  may  have  been  the  attitude 
of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

The  proposal,  as  first  adopted,  was 
that  it  was  necessary  for  both  Houses  to 
pass  a  concurrent  resolution  to  veto  a 
plan,  and  a  number  of  agencies  were 
exempted.  The  administrative  branch 
of  the  Government  kept  insisting  upon 
not  placing  the  exemptions  in  the  act, 
with  the  result  that  we  finally  were  able 
to  get  an  agreement  that  it  took  only 
a  majority  of  the  total  membership  of 
one  House  to  veto  a  reorganization  plan. 
Now  we  have  it  to  the  point  that  it  is 
like  any  other  legislative  process;  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  those  who  are  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  can  defeat  a  plan.  That  is  the  way 
it  should  be. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  friend.  There 
is  one  other  matter  in  connection  with 
this  proposed  legislation  on  which  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question,  so  that  he 
can  state  his  opinion  for  the  Record. 

The  Senator  may  recall  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  objected  strenuously 
to  the  general  terms  of  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
because  when  that  reorganization  plan 
became  effective,  with  certain  very  minor 
exceptions  which  were  stated  in  the  plan, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  given, 
until  the  end  of  time — unless  the  legisla¬ 
tion  is  changed — the  discretion,  the 
right,  and  the  authority  to  reorganize 


that  important  Department  at  any  time 
and  upon  any  basis,  the  entire  scope  of 
the  operation  being  so  broad  as  to  make 
it  difficult  to  think  of  anything  which 
could  not  be  done  at  the  sole  will  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  important  question,  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  is  that  such 
reorganizations  as  may  be  submitted 
under  the  proposed  legislation  should  be 
in  sufficient  detail  in  order  to  prevent  the 
recurrence  of  legislation  under  which  a 
carte  blanche  blank  check  would  be  given 
to  the  head  of  a  department  to  reor¬ 
ganize  in  any  way  he  sees  fit  all  of  the 
multiplicious  activities  of  his  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  course,  I  can 
speak  only  for  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas.  One  of  the  weaknesses  in  the  re¬ 
organization  program  is  that  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  submitted  do  not  spell 
out,  as  Congress  would  by  statute,  what 
we  wish  to  do,  and  too  frequently  such 
reorganization  plans  are  vague  and  leave 
a  residue  of  power  in  the  agency  to  do 
things  that  are  not  adequately  spelled 
out. 

Under  the  proposed  plan  we  have  the 
opportunity  to  disapprove,  if  a  depart¬ 
ment  submits  vague  plans,  or  plans  that 
convey  powers  indefinitely  to  the  head  of 
the  reorganized  agency. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  all  the  members  of  his  com¬ 
mittee  to  require  that  reorganization 
plans  be  submitted  in  such  detail  as  to 
advise  Congress  as  to  what  is  intended? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know  that 
I  shall  be  asked,  but  if  I  am  asked  by 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  shall  certainly  reply  that  it  is 
very  vital  in  my  judgment  to  spell  out 
such  plans  in  detail.  I  know  that  the 
executive  branch  cannot  spell  out  every 
little  minor  detail,  but  the  plan  ought 
to  be  so  concise  and  explicit  that  we 
shall  know  what  kind  of  law  we  are  asked 
to  pass.  I  believe  there  have  been  in¬ 
stances  in  which  the  plans  were  not  so 
detailed,  and  I  have  opposed  some  of 
them.  It  is  up  to  us  to  take  care  of 
whatever  plans  come  to  us  in  that  way. 
That  is  all  I  can  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  for  expressing  the 
view  that  programs  submitted  under  the 
authority  of  a  bill,  when  it  is  passed  and 
becomes  law,  should  be  explicit,  and  I 
join  in  that  expression.  I  serve  notice 
now  that  when  reorganization  plans 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  which 
do  not  contain  a  reasonable  degree  of 
explicitness,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
will  oppose  them  with  all  his  vigor,  be¬ 
cause  he  does  not  think  we  should  dele¬ 
gate  to  any  President  or  to  the  head  of 
any  department  such  wide  and  unlimited 
powers  as,  for  instance,  were  granted 
under  the  reorganization  plan  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Unfortu¬ 
nately  that  plan  is  still  in  force.  I  make 
that  statement  without  intending  any 
adverse  comment  as  to  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  made  a  much  stronger 
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statement,  as  he  recalls,  upon  the  sub¬ 
ject  when  the  predecessor  of  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  serving.  In 
my  judgment  it  is  a  question  of  not  giv¬ 
ing  to  any  one  man,  no  matter  how 
wise,  well  informed  and  benevolent  he 
may  be,  complete  authority  to  undo  and 
remake  a  very  important  agency  of  our 
Government  at  his  discretion  and  almost 
at  his  whim.  I  do  not  think  we  can 
safely  follow  such  a  pattern.  I  do  not 
propose  to  follow  such  a  pattern  if  it  is 
included  within  any  reorganization  plan. 
I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida.  I  am 
hopeful,  and  I  believe  that  the  remarks 
in  the  Senate  today  on  this  subject  may 
have  some  influence  upon  future  actions 
taken.  I  hope  they  will,  because  it 
would  never  be  a  pleasure  to  me  to  op¬ 
pose  any  reorganization  plan  sent  to  us 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
I  should  only  oppose  such  a  plan  from 
a  sense  of  duty,  or  because  I  am  unable 
to  resolve  my  doubts  or  differences 
about  it. 

Sometimes  I  think  the  members  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
those  who  prepare  such  plans  have  not 
given  the  thought  and  study  to  them 
that  they  should  have  received  before 
they  send  them  here.  If  adequate 
thought  and  study  are  devoted  to  such 
plans,  I  feel  confident  that  in  most  in¬ 
stances  the  Congress  will  go  along  with 
the  plan,  and  in  that  way  we  shall  bring 
about  some  reorganizations  that  are 
needed,  and  we  shall  all  be  serving  the 
best  interests  of  our  Government. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  acting  majority 
leader 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  make  this  com¬ 
ment  in  order  that  the  thoughts  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  may  be  more 
helpful  to  the  executive  branch.  I  feel 
very  much  as  does  my  committee  chair¬ 
man,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  IMr. 
McClellan],  When  reorganization  au¬ 
thority  was  first  presented  to  us  in  1949, 
I  was  one  of  those  who  felt  that  both 
Houses  of  Congress  should  have  to  reg¬ 
ister  disapproval.  But  as  we  proceeded 
and  saw  the  plans  come  down,  both  in 
the  Truman  administration  and  in  the 
Eisenhower  administration,  I  believe  we 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  Congress 
should  exercise  its  legislative  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  the  present  act  indicates  or 
prescribes,  namely,  that  a  majority  of 
those  present  and  voting  in  only  one 
House  of  Congress  is  required  to  negate 
a  reorganization  plan  on  a  resolution  for 
disapproval. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  I,  too,  was  concerned  about  the 
broad  sweep  of  reorganization  authority 
in  not  only  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  reorganization  plan,  but  also  in  1952 
in  the  plan  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  As  a  result  of 
the  rejection  of  the  plan  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
in  1952,  a  more  detailed  plan,  with  more 
particulars — whether  it  was  better  or  not 
may  be  questioned — was  given  to  us  in 


1953.  By  the  rejection  of  one  plan  the 
Congress  set  certain  standards  and 
guidelines  for  the  acceptance  of  another 
reorganization  plan.  I  hope  that  those 
in  the  executive  branch  who  will  be  re¬ 
sponsible  for  advising  the  President  on 
matters  of  reorganization  will  read  this 
record  very  carefully.  I  hope  they  will 
have  in  mind  the  comments  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland],  the 
comments  and  observations  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and,  I  hope,  even 
my  own  comments,  because  while  there 
were  differences  of  opinion  on  reorgani¬ 
zation  authority  at  one  time,  as  between 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  of  which 
I  am  a  member,  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota,  those  differences 
were  long  ago  resolved.  I  believe  our 
committee,  which  spent  months  in  the 
study  of  reorganization  plans,  is  pretty 
much  of  one  mind. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  we  are 
unanimous,  and  I  suggest  that  that  kind 
of  unanimity  is  worthy  of  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  But,  as  stated  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas,  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
serve  any  right  of  criticism  or  even  of 
analysis  until  we  see  what  is  submitted 
to  us.  I  think  we  ought  to  give  the 
executive  branch  the  authority  re¬ 
quested,  and  that  the  executive  branch 
should  act  within  the  spirit  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  we  have  had. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  Senators  who  have  contributed  to 
the  discussion.  I  think  we  are  all  in¬ 
debted  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  for  bring¬ 
ing  to  our  attention  his  views,  thereby 
providing  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  bill, 
of  the  authority,  and  what  is  to  be  hoped 
for. 

In  conclusion,  I  again  express  the  hope 
that  such  plans  as  the  President  may 
send  to  us  will  be  well  thought  out  be¬ 
fore  they  are  submitted,  and  that  they 
will  contain  a  great  deal  of  detail  and 
be  explicit  as  to  what  is  proposed  so  that 
we  shall  understand  what  the  results 
will  be. 

If  that  is  done,  I  believe  we  can  give 
the  assurance  that  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  will  undertake 
to  analyze  them  and  present  a  report 
to  the  Senate  which  will  clearly  define 
what  the  results  of  the  legislation  will 
be  if  approved. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  is 
open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  153)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  (  63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3), 
as  last  amended  by  the  Act  of  September  4, 
1957  (  71  Stat.  611),  is  hereby  further 

amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 


February  6 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


INTERIM  REPORT  ON/INVESTIGA- 

TION  OF  THE  PIPEFITTERS  AND 

PLUMBERS  hOCAY  706,  EL  DORA¬ 
DO,  ARK.  / 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  investigations  initiated  by  the  for¬ 
mer  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Im¬ 
proper  Activities  in  the  Labor  or  Man¬ 
agement  Field  and  continued  by  the 
Staff  of  fene  Permanent  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on /Government  Operations  after  the 
selecj/ committee  went  out  of  existence, 
related  to  charges  of  improper  activities 
oEofficers  of  Local  706  located  in  El  Do- 
y&do,  Ark.  This  local  is  a  member  of  the 
United  Association  of  Journeymen  and 
Apprentices  of  the  Plumbing  and  Pipe¬ 
fitting  Industry  of  the  United  States  and 
Canada. 

The  select  committee  had  received  nu¬ 
merous  complaints  from  members  of 
local  706  alleging  that  moneys  collected 
from  union  members  and  others  for  the 
privilege  of  working  on  an  $82  million 
Federal  arsenal  project  in  Pine  Bluff, 
Ark.,  during  the  period  1951-54  were 
not  properly  accounted  for.  It  was  fur¬ 
ther  charged  that  officials  of  this  local 
misused  union  funds;  that  large  amounts 
were  collected  and  mysteriously  disap¬ 
peared;  and  that  they  had  rigged  an 
election  which  involved  members  of  local 
706. 

A  hearing  in  executive  session  by  the 
select  committee  was  held  on  March  22, 
1960.  The  select  committee  authorized 
me,  as  chairman,  to  make  the  proceed¬ 
ings  and  record  of  that  hearing  public 
Sit  my  discretion. 

'On  August  10,  1960,  the  Senate  Per¬ 
manent  Subcommittee  on  Investigations 
autmmzed  further  hearings  on  this  mat¬ 
ter.  \ 

On  An^ust  16  and  17,  1960,  additional 
testimonyVwas  taken  in  executive  session. 
To  eliminate  the  need  for  rehearing  the 
testimony  taken  before  the  select  com¬ 
mittee  on  March  22,  1960,  the  previous 
testimony  was  fisade  part  of  the  record 
of  the  Senate  Permanent  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  oV  August  16,  1960. 

On  September  23,\1960,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  voted  to  make'public  the  execu¬ 
tive  testimony  taken  inNAugust  of  1960. 

On  August  17,  1960,  when  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  completed  its  hearings  on  this 
matter,  I  permitted  counsel  Nvho  repre¬ 
sented  certain  officials  of  lock!  706  to 
read  the  complete  record  of  the  hearings 
and  file,  on  behalf  of  his  clientk.  any 
additional  evidence  he  deemed  pertinent 
to  the  inquiry.  On  October  2,  1960,  ad¬ 
ditional  testimony  in  the  nature  of  am* 
davits  was  submitted  to  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  which  was  made  a  part  of  the  official 
record  of  the  hearings. 
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S.  153 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  7, 1961 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


AN  ACT 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act 

4  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133 z— 3 ) ,  as  last  amended 

5  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611) ,  is  hereby 

6  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and  insert- 

7  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 

Passed  the  Senate  February  6,  1961. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  approved  minirafirn  wage  and  reorganization  bills. 

Sen.  Fulbright  urged  expansion  of  sm^Il  watershed  program.  Both  Houses  received 
President’s  message  on  highways  program.  $4n.  Hruska  introduced  and  discussed  wool 
bill.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. ,  (with  others/  introduced  and  discussed  farm  labor 
bills. 


D 


HOUSE 


1.  ROADS.  Both  Houses  ^ceived  from  the  President  a  message  recommending  various 

changes  in  the  Federal  pay-as-you-go  highway  program;  to  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  Senate  Finance  Committee  (H.  Doc.  96),  p^s.  2663-6,  2589 

2.  Labor  STANDARDS';  a  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor \ommittee  ordered 

reported  to, the  full  Committee  H.  R,  39 35 }  amended,  to  amendNthe  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  and  increase  the  minimum  wage  to  $1*25.  p.  DIP/ 


3.  REORGANIZATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered 

reported  to  the  full  Committee  S.  153 j  amended,  to  amend  the  Reorganization  Act. 
p.  D104  <•  ; 

. .  -y  .-j''--'-.'--'..-.,..- . .  .  . . .  . . . . . . '■  - - * - - - t - - - 

4.  IMPLOIMT  COMPENSATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  f6r  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  R.  4806,  to  provide  for  a  temporary  program  of  extended  un^nploy- 
ment  compensation,  p.  2727 

^5.  SOIL  CONSERVATION,  Rep.  Marshall  commended  the  ACP  Program  on  its  25th  anniver¬ 
sary  and  inserted  the  statement  of  Robert  M.  Koch  on  this  subject,  pp.  2691  x 

. .  \ 
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FEED  GRAINS.  As  reported  by  the  Agriculture  Committee,  H.  R.  4510,  to  provide 
a  special  program  for  feed  grains  for  1961,  provides  as  follows: 

Provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  establish  the  1961  support  price  of  corr 
at\some  level  above  65  percent  of  parity. 

rovides  that  the  1961  support  level  of  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums 
will^e  related  to  the  support  price  for  corn  pursuant  to  the  provisions /of 
sectioa^  105(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  in  which  the  bill  makeq/no 
change. 

Provides  that  eligibility  for  price  supports  on  corn,  grain  sorghums,  soy¬ 
beans,  and  smy  other  feed  grain  or  oilseed  crops  which  the  Secreta/y  may  desig¬ 
nate,  will  bUv contingent  upon  the  producer  retiring  such  percentage  as  the 
Secretary  may  require  of  his  1959-60  average  plantings  of  corn  fnd  grain  sor- 
ghums  (if  any)  into  the  special  1961  conservation  program. 

Provides  that  price  supports  for  com  and  grain  sorghums  for  1961  will  be 
made  available  only\on  the  average  (for  1959-60)  production'  of  the  harvested 


acres  on  eligible  fa)qns,  and  that  producers  may  exceed  tills  figure  without 
penalty  but  will  not  Be  eligible  for  price  support  on  the  excess. 

Directs  the  SecretarV  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  Special  conservation 
program  in  1961  for  cornVid  grain  sorghums  and  authorizes  cash  payments  of 
not  more  than  $500  million\for  such  program. 

Authorizes  cash  payment s\or  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind)  at  a  rate  of  the 
support  price  times  50  percent  of  the  average  yi4ld  per  acre  (based  on  1959-60 
production)  for  retirement  of  20  percent  of  corn  and  grain  sorghum  acreage 
(or  20  acres,  whichever  is  greater)  into  the /conservation  program  authorized  by 
this  bill. 

Permits  the  producer  to  elect  to\grow  oh  the  retired  acreage  (in  lieu  of 
all  payment)  any  crop  designated  by  the  Secretary  which  is  not  in  surplus,  not 
eligible  for  price  support,  and  not  produced  principally  as  livestock  feed. 

Provides  that  among  the  condition/ umter  which  the  land  will  be  placed  in 
the  special  conservation  program  th/(t  appropriate  measures  are  taken  to  keep 
the  land  free  from  insects,  weeds/  and  rodents  and  that  there  is  an  equivalent 
net  increase  on  the  farm  in  lanydevoted  to  d^il  conserving  crops  or  practices 
(based  on  1959-60) . 

Provides  that  in  addition  Jto  the  20-percent  induction  in  corn  and  grain 
sorghum  acreage,  producers /fay ,  at  their  option,  \lace  up  to  an  additional  20 
percent  of  such  acreage  into  the  special  conservation  program  undvr  similar 
terms  and  conditions,  exu'e pt  that  payment  for  the  additional  20  percent  will 
be  in  kind,  rather  thanf  in  cash,  with  such  payment -in-kind  limited  to  a  rate 
of  not  more  than  60  percent  of  the  average  yeild  of  the\retired  acreage  for 
the  years  1959  and  i960. 

Provides  that  payment  in  kind  will  be  made  by  issuing  t\  eligible  farmers 
negotiable  certificates  redeemable  in  feed  grains  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Permits  CCjf  to  sell  a  quantity  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  coring  the  1961 
marketing  year  sufficient  to  keep  the  price  of  those  common..*  rising 

to  a  level/where  it  would  encourage  farmers  not  to  cooperate  and  ex. gage  in 
unlimited  planting. 


C 


7*  BUDGETED?.  Rep.  Pelly  spoke  in  favor  cf  his  H.  Res.  115,  to  prohibit  "b^ek-door 
financing, 11  and  stated  that  the  House  leadership  is  opposed  to  the  measir 
pp./&701-3 


30RTS.  Received  the  annual  report  of  GAO.  p.  2726 


9X  COMMITTEE  EXPENSES.  Agreed  to  various  resolutions  providing  for  expenses  of 
committees,  including  H.  Res.  94  for  the  Agriculture  Committee  and  H.  Res.  76 
for  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Coranittee.  pp.  2666-81 
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lumber  Action 

Bills Xntroduced:  80  public  bills,  H.R.  4970-5049;  25 
private  pills,  H.R.  5050-5074;  and  21  resolutions,  H.J. 
Res.  268-277,  H.  Con.  Res.  181  and  182,  and  H.  Res. 
193-201,  weVe  introduced.  Pa9es  2666, 2727-2730 

Bills  Reported;  Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

(For  details  orH.  Repts.  30-37  see  under  “Committee 
Expenses”  in  this  Digest.) 

H.  Res.  70,  providing  for  the  expenses  of  conducting 
studies  and  investigations  authorized  by  rule  XI (8)  in¬ 
curred  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
(H.  Rept.  38). 

(For  details  of  H.  Repts.  3(^45  see  under  “Committee 
Expenses”  in  this  Digest.) 

H.  Res.  195,  providing  for  the  consideration  of,  3 
hours  of  debate  on,  and  the  limiting  of  amendments  to, 
H.R.  4806,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  tempo¬ 
rary  program  of  extended  unemployment  compensation 
and  to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase\in  the  rate  of 
the  Federal  unemployment  tax  (H.  Rept.  46). 

Page\2726-2727 

Correction — Defense  Production:  The  Digest  of 
Monday  incorrectly  reported  that  RepresentativesvPat- 
man,  Rains,  Multer,  McDonough,  and  Widnall  were/ 
appointed  to  the  Joint  Economic  Committee.  Ti 
above  Members  were  appointed  to  membership  oivrhe' 
Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production. 

President’s  Message — Highways:  Received  dnd  read 
a  message  from  the  President  regarding  the  Federal 
Highway  Program  and  its  financing.  The  message 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ways /nd  Means  and 
ordered  printed  as  a  House  document /H.  Doc.  96) . 

Pages  2663—2666 

Joint  Committee  Membershipi/Adopted  H.  Res.  193, 
electing  the  following  Members  to  the  following  joint 
committees  of  Congress: 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing:  Representatives  Burle¬ 
son,  Hays,  and  Schenck pdnd 
Joint  Committee  oni  the  Library:  Representatives 
Burleson,  Jones  op  Missouri,  Smith  of  Mississippi, 
Schenck,  and  Corbett.  Page  2666 

Disposition  or  Executive  Papers:  Adopted  H.  Res. 
194,  providing  for  the  appointment  of  two  members  of 
the  Committee  on  House  Administration  to  member¬ 
ship  on  tke  Joint  Committee  on  Disposition  of  Executive 
Papers/  Subsequently  the  Speaker  appointed  Repre¬ 
sentatives  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  and  Kyi  to  the  joint 


imittee. 


Page  2666 


of  H.R.  3840,  a  private  bill,  and  the  bill  was  i/referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 


tes 


Page  2666 

the  House 
2  funds  for 


till  Rereferred:  The  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  was  discharged  from  further  consideration 


Committee  Expenses:  By  voice 
adopted  the  following  resolutions  | 
expenses  of  the  following  committee 

H.  Res.  76,  to  provide  funds  fof  the  expenses  of  the 
investigations  and  studies  of  Te  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  authorized  by  H.  Res.  75 
(H.  Rept.  30); 

H.  Res.  94,  to  provide  f/nds  for  the  expense  of  studies 
and  investigations  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
authorized  by  H.  Resy$6  (H.  Rept.  31) ; 

H.  Res.  79,  to  provide  for  the  expenses  of  the  investi¬ 
gation  and  study/>f  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
authorized  by  H.  Res.  78  (H.  Rept.  32) ; 

H.  Res.  144;  to  provide  funds  for  the  expenses  of  the 
studies,  instigations,  and  inquiries  of  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  authorized  by  H.  Res.  143 
(H.  Rept.  33) ; 

Hy-Res.  149,  providing  for  the  expenses  incurred  by 
the/ Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  pursuant  to 
Hf  Res.  141  (H.  Rept.  34) ; 

H.  Res.  61,  providing  for  expenses  of  conducting 
studies  and  investigations  of  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  authorized  by  H.  Res.  60  (H.  Rept.  35) ; 

H.  Res.  158,  providing  funds  for  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  (H.  Rept.  36) ; 

H.  Res.  128,  to  provide  funds  for  the  expenses  of  the 
investigations  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affiqrs  authorized  by  H.  Res.  92  (H.  Rept.  37) ; 

HcRes.  165,  providing  funds  for  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  (H.  Rept.  39) ; 

H.  Res.x68,  to  provide  funds  for  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  (HL  Rept.  40)  ; 

H.  Res.  99,  To  provide  funds  for  the  expenses  of  the 
studies  and  investigations  of  die  Committee  on  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  and,  Fisheries  authorized  by  H.  Res.  98 
(H.  Rept.  41); 

H.  Res.  136,  to  pro\ide  funds  for  the  expenses  of  the 
studies,  investigations,  and  inquiries  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  authorised  by  H.  Res.  23  (H.  Rept 

42); 

H.  Res.  85,  to  provide  funds  for  the  expenses  of  the 
studies,  investigations,  and  inqtqries  of  the  Committee 
on  Science  and  Astronautics  authorized  by  H.  Res.  55 
(H.  Rept.  43); 

H.  Res.  148,  to  provide  funds  for  thp  expenses  of  die 
Select  Committee  on  Small  Business\authorized  by 
H.  Res.  46  (H.  Rept.  44) ;  and 

H.  Res.  50,  to  provide  for  the  further  expenses  of  the 
investigadon  and  study  of  the  Committee  onx Veterans 
Affairs  authorized  by  H.  Res.  49  (H.  Rept.  45) 

Pages  2666—2681 
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^vernment  Operations:  Considered,  but  did  not  con¬ 
clude  action  on,  H.  Res.  70,  providing  for  the  expenses 
of  conducting  studies  and  investigations  authorized  by 
rule  Xf(8)  incurred  by  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operation's.  The  resolution  is  scheduled  for  further 
consideration  by  the  House  on  Wednesday. 

Pages 2668-2675 

Subcommittee  To  Sit:  Subcommittee  No.  5  of  the 
Committee  on  the'^udiciary  was  granted  permission  to 
sit  during  the  sessions  of  the  House  on  Wednesday  and 
Thursday.  \  Page  2724 

Program  for  Wednesday:  Adjourned  at  2:58  p.m.  un¬ 
til  Wednesday,  March  1,  a\i2  o’clock  noon,  when  the 
House  will  act  on  H.  Res.  7o\and  167,  providing  funds 
for  expenses  of  studies  by  the  viommittee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  and  the  Committee  on  Un-American 
Activities,  respectively.  Also  will  consider  H.R.  4806, 
to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  temporary  program 
of  extended  unemployment  compensation  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  rate  nf  the  Federal 
unemployment  tax  (3  hours  of  debate). 

Committee  Meetings 

MILITARY  POSTURE 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  The  committee  wa 
briefed  by  Elvis  }.  Stahr,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and' 
Maj.  Gen.  J.  M.  Williams,  Chief  of  Staff,  Intelligence, 
Army,  on  the  national  military  posture.  Wednesday, 
March  1,  the  committee  will  continue  on  national  mili¬ 
tary  posture  briefings. 

DISTRESSED  AREAS 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
No.  2  continued  hearings  on  H.R.  4569,  to  establish  an 
effective  program  to  alleviate  conditions  of  substantial 
and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in 
certain  economically  distressed  areas.  Th^subcommit- 
tee  heard  testimony  from  Governor  Combs,  of  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  various  public  witnesses,  gearings  continue 
Wednesday,  March  1. 

MINIMUM  WAGE 

Committee  on  Education  and/Labor:  Special  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  met  in  executive  session  and  ordered 
reported  to  the  full  committee  H.R.  3935  (amended), 
to  amend  the  Fair  LaborXtandards  Act  of  1938  in  regard 
to  increasing  the  Fed.eral  minimum  wage  to  $1.25  an 
hour. 


MINING 


/ 


Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  The  Select  Sub¬ 
committee  pfi  Labor  resumed  hearings  on  H.R.  4237, 
to  amend  me  Federal  Coal  Mine  Safety  Act  in  order  to 


remove  the  exemption  with  respect  to  certain  mines 
employing  no  more  than  14  individuals.  Witnesses 
heard  were  Representatives  Jennings  and  Dent,  alsji 
various  public  witnesses. 


REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  The  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  met 
in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  to  the  full 
committee  S.  153  (amended  )>  to  amend  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949. 

NATIONAL  PARKS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Ins/dar  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  National  Parks  heard  John  A.  Carver,  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Land  Management,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior^  Conrad  Wirth,  Director, 
National  Park  Service;  and  other  Park  Service  personnel 
on  programs  and  proteins  regarding  national  parks. 
Adjourned  subject  Xj6  call  of  the  Chair. 

FOOD  ADDITIVES 

Committee  onAnter state  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Began 
hearings  oryH.R.  3980,  to  amend  the  transitional  pro¬ 
visions  of/the  Food  Additives  Act.  Testimony  was 
given  b/  Representatives  Delaney  and  King  of  Utah, 
Abraham  A.  Ribicoff,  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and /Welfare,  and  a  public  witness.  The  hearing  will 
^cpitinue  Wednesday,  March  1. 

JAMA  LINE 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Panama  Canal  heard  testimony  on  the 
operation  of  the  Panama  Steamship  Lines  from  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  an  employee 
of  the  Military\Transport  Service,  and  a  public  witness. 
Hearings  continue  Wednesday,  March  1. 

BEACH  EROSION' 

Committee  on  Public  )Vor%s:  Subcommittee  on  Rivers 
and  Harbors  held  a  hearing  on  H.R.  276  and  H.R.  1971, 
to  authorize  beach  erosioivcontrol  at  Oceanside,  Calif., 
and  then  in  executive  se^on  ordered  H.R.  1971 
(amended)  reported  to  the  full\ommittee. 

Witnesses  heard  were  Representatives  Utt  and  Nelson 
of  California. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

Committee  on  Rules:  Granted  an  open\rule,  with  3 
hours’  debate,  and  limited  amendments,  orkH.R.  4806, 
to  provide  for  establishment  of  a  temporary  program  of 
extended  unemployment  compensation,  to  provide  for 
a  temporary  increase  in  the  rate  of  Federal  unerrtploy- 
ment  tax. 
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HIGHLIGHTS*  House  agreed  to  conference  report y6n  feed  grains  bill.  House  passed 
sugar  bill.  Senate  agreed  to  consider  feed  /*ains  conference  report  Wednesday. 
House  coriimittee  voted  to  report  depressed  atfeas  bill.  House  subcommittee  voted 
to  report  bill  to  extend  Reorganization\c&.  Senate  received  Bagwell  nomination. 
Rep.  Schwengel  criticized  President's  fa/flv  message. 


HOUSE 

1.  FEED  GRAINS.  By  a  vote  of  231  to  185,  agreed  to\the  conference  report  on 

H.R.  4510,  to  provide  /  special  program  for  f  eed^'crains  for  1961  (pp.  4144-51). 
See  Digest  48  for  a  /immary  of  the  bill  as  reporte&^by  the  conference 
committee. 

2.  SUGAR.  By  a  vote/of  284  to  129,  passed  under  suspensioifvof  the  rules  H.R.  5463, 

to  amend  and  e>«xend  the  Sugar  Act  (pp.  4151-60).  See  Digest  48  for  a  summary 
of  the  bill  a£  reported  by  the  Agriculture  Committee. 

3.  DEPRESSED  /lE^S.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to\eport  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  1,  the  depressed  areas  bill  (p.  D184). 
The  Committee  was  granted  permission  until  midnight  Tues.,  Mar.  \1,  to  file  a 
repose  on  the  bill  (p.  4137).  \ 


REORGANIZATION.  The  ’Daily  Digest’  states  that  the  Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  Subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  'met  in 
executive  session  and  rescinded  amendments,  adopted  February  23,  to  S.  153, 
to  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  The  bill  was  again  ordered 
reported  to  the  full  committee. *'  p.  D134 


-  2  - 


5.  RESEARCH;  FOOD  INSPECTION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1028,  te  auraad  the 
tematocide,  Plant  Regulator,  Defoliant,  and  Desiccant  Amendment  of  1959  80/ 
as\to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  extend  beyond  March  5,  l^nl* 
the \ef fective  date  of  the  registration  and  enforcement  provisions  of  tl 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  with  respect  to  npfnatocides 
plant  regulators ,  defoliants,  and  desiccants.  This  bill  will  now  be/sent  to 
the  President,  A  similar  bill,  H.R.  4662,  was  tabled,  p.  4138 


6.  FORESTRY;  RECREATION.  Passed  without  amendmfent  S.  449,  to  extend  from  Sept.  1, 
1961,  to  Jan\31,  1962,  the  time  within  which  the  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources 
Review  Commission  may  make  its  final  report.  This  bill  will/now  be  sent  to 
the  President.  similar  bill,  H.R.  2204,  was  tabled,  p. >4138 


7. 


UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Received  the  conference  repoyt  on  H.R.  4806,  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  temporary  program  o l  extended  unemployment 
compensation  for  unemployed  workers,  including  Federal  employees  and  veterans 
(H.  Rept.  183)  (pp.  4135^).  House  conferees  were  ^pointed  earlier  (p.  4135). 


8,  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Schwengel  criticized  the  President's  farm  message  as  con¬ 


a 


taining  "no  new  ideas  on  how\to  solve  the  farm/frroblem,"  stated  that  enactment 
of  his  proposals  "would  be  abrogating  our  responsibility  as  Congressmen," 
and  urged  enactment  of  a  bill  he.  had  introdj/ced  to  expand  the  conservation 
reserve  program,  pp.  4185-7 


9.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  The  Rules  Committe£\re£orted  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  H.R.  3935,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labo:rxStandards  Act  and  increase  the  minimum 
wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour.  p>/4r60 


10.  WATERSHEDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  thatKthe  Conservation  and  Credit  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  watershed  projects  for  Ky., 
N.  Mex. ,  Hawaii,  and  Fla.,  ancr  passed  over  various  other  watershed  projects 
for  the  States  of  S.C, ,  Va<4/and  Ky.-Tenn.  p.\pi84 


11.  PERSONNEL;  BONDING.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  / 

Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  H.RV  2554,  to  repeal  Sec.  14(c)- 
of  title  6  of  the  U.  SC  Code  requiring  an  annual  report  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  with  respect  to  the  bonding  of  Federal  employees.  •  p.  D185 


12.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Lane  urged  greater  restrictions  on\^e  importation  of 
textiles  and  tejjftile  products,  p.  4174 


SENATE 


13.  FEED  GRAINS!  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  4510,  to  pro^Tide  a  special 
program  Xor  feed  grains  for  1961  (p.  4105).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous\consent 
request  by  Sen.  Mansfield  to  consider  the  conference  report  on  Wed.\Mar.  22, 
with  , debate  to  be  limited  to  \\  hours  (p.  4130). 


NATION.  Received  the  nomination  of  John  C.  Bagwell  to  be  General  Counsel 
this  Department,  p.  4131 


87th  CONGRESS  If  W%  F*  *7  A  Ol 

1st  Session  Q  | 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  21, 1961 

Mr.  Fascele  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and,  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act 

4  of  1949  (63  Stat,  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3) ,  as  last  amended 

5  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611) ,  is  hereby 

6  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and  insert- 

7  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 
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D183 


House  of  Representatives 


Chhmber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  75  public  bills,  H.R.  5736-5810;  8 
private  biiV  H.R.  5811-5818;  and  13  resolutions,  H.J. 
Res.  325-33X  H.  Con.  Res.  200-203,  and  H.  Res.  229, 
were  introduced.  Pages  41 60,  4190-4193 

Bills  Reported : ^Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

Seven  private  bilh.  H.R.  1320,  139%  *424>  i887>  2354, 
5178,  and  2993  (H.  Rejrts.  174-180) ; 

Disposition  of  executive  papers  (H.  Rept.  181); 

H.  Res.  229,  providingVor  the  consideration  of  and 
7  hours  of  debate  on  H.RV  3935,  to  amend  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1958  regard  to  increasing  the 
Federal  minimum  wage  (H.  Repn  182) ;  and 

Conference  report  on  H.R.  4806,  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  a  temporary  progrW  of  extended  un¬ 
employment  compensation  and  to  provide  for  a  tempo¬ 
rary  increase  in  the  rate  of  the  Federal\nemployment 
tax  (H.  Rept.  183).  \  Page4190 

U.S.  Citizens  Commission  on  NATO:  Tne  Speaker 
announced  the  appointment  on  the  part  of  the  IJouse  as 
members  of  the  U.S.  Citizens  Commission  on  NATO 
the  following  members  from  private  life:  W.  L.  Clay¬ 
ton,  Texas;  George  J.  Feldman,  New  York;  Hu) 
Moore,  Pennsylvania;  Ralph  D.  Pittman,  District  of 
Columbia;  Donald  G.  Agger,  Maryland;  Eric  Johnstor 
District  of  Columbia;  Adolph  W.  Schmidt,  Penns 
vania;  Oliver  C.  Schroeder,  Jr.,  Ohio;  Burr  S.  Sv^zey, 
Sr.,  Indiana;  and  Morris  Forgash,  New  York. 

'Page  4132 

Unemployment  Compensation  Extension/ Disagreed 
to  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  4806,  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  a  temporary  program  extended  un¬ 
employment  compensation  and  to  provide  for  a  tempo¬ 
rary  increase  in  the  rate  of  the  Fed/al  unemployment 
tax;  agreed  to  a  conference  requested  by  the  Senate; 
and  appointed  as  conferees  Representatives  Mills,  King 
of  California,  O’Brien  of  Illinois,  Mason,  and  Byrnes  of 
Wisconsin.  Permission  fq/filing  a  conference  report 
thereon  by  midnight  wa^r  granted  the  conferees. 

Page  4135 

Consent  Calendary£assed  the  following  bills  on  the 
call  of  the  Consent/Calendar: 

Cleared  fa/ the  President: 

Outdoor  resources  report:  S.  449  (in  lieu  of  H.R. 
2204),  to  expend  to  January  31,  1962,  the  time  in  which 
the  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Commission  shall 
submit  ifis  final  report. 

Flam  disease  research:  S.  1028  (in  lieu  of  H.R.  4662), 
to  amend  the  transitional  provision  of  the  act  entitled 
“Nematocide,  Plant  Regulator,  Defoliant,  and  Desiccant 
amendment  of  1939.” 


Stockpile  sales  waiver:  S.  1116  (in  lieu  of  H.R/4435), 
to  authorize  the  sale,  without  regard  to  the/o-month 
waiting  period  prescribed,  of  certain  calcine/ and  matte 
proposed  to  be  disposed  of  pursuant  to  th^'Strategic  and 
Critical  Materials  Stockpiling  Act. 

Sent  to  the  Senate  without  amefidments: 

Interstate  commerce  taxation:  HdL  4363,  to  amend 
Public  Law  86-272  relating  to  ^rate  taxation  of  inter¬ 
state  commerce. 

Sent  to  the  Senate  amended: 

Puerto  Rico:  H.J.  Res.  12/to  amend  the  Puerto  Rican 
Federal  Relations  Act  Xy  removal  of  debt-limitation 
provisions. 

U.S.  merchant  ves/el  and  waterfront  security:  H.R. 
4469,  to  amend  the/Subversive  Activities  Control  Act  of 
1950  so  as  to  pro/ide  that  no  individual  who  willfully 
fails  or  refuses' to  answer,  or  falsely  answers,  certain 
questions  rel/ing  to  subversive  activities,  when  sum¬ 
moned  to  appear  before  certain  Federal  agencies,  shall 
be  employed  on  any  merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States 
or  wit/in  certain  waterfront  facilities  in  the  United 
State; 

Bills  not  considered: 

}assed  over  without  prejudice:  H.R.  846,  859,  861, 
'873,  and  4539. 

Objected  to:  S.  307,  H.J.  Res.  32,  and  143. 

Pages  41  37—41  44 

jed  Grains  Program:  By  a  record  vote  of  231  yeas  to 
iSyoiays  the  House  adopted  the  conference  report  on 
H.RXpjio,  to  provide  a  special  program  for  feed  grains 
for  190^  and  sent  the  legislation  to  the  Senate. 

Pages  4144-4151 

Suspension\Passages:  The  following  bills  were  con¬ 
sidered  and  passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules: 

Sugar  Act  extension:  H.R.  5463,  to  amend  and  extend 
for  18  months  thNSugar  Act  of  1948,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  respecting  forejgn  purchases  (by  a  record  vote  of 
284  yeas  to  129  nays). \  Pages  41 5 1-41 60 

Foreign  central  hanky-income:  H.R.  5189,  to  exempt 
from  tax  income  derived  ny  a  foreign  central  bank  of 
issue  from  obligations  of  thesUnited  States  (by  a  voice 

vote).  \  Pages  4160-4161 

Veterans’  insurance  dividends^ H.R.  4539,  to  amend 
U.S.  Code  to  provide  for  immediate  payment  of  divi¬ 
dends  on  insurance  heretofore  issued\mder  section  621 
of  die  National  Service  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1940 
which  has  been  converted  or  exchanged  rqr  new  insur¬ 
ance  under  such  section,  amended  (by  a  voi<je  vote). 

Pages  41 64—4165 

Veterans’  vocational  rehabilitation:  H.R.  848,  to 
amend  U.S.  Code  to  provide  vocational  rehabilitYtion 
to  certain  veterans  in  need  thereof  to  overcome  the 

\ 
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handicap  of  a  disability  incurred  in  or  aggravated  by 
acbive  service  after  World  War  II  and  before  the  Korean 
conflict,  or  after  the  Korean  conflict,  amended  (by  a 

voice  VQte).  Pages  4165-4 1 67 

Longshoremen  and  harbor  workers:  H.R.  1258,  to 
amend  the\ongshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’  Com¬ 
pensation  A(h,to  provide  increased  benefits  in  case  of 
disabling  injuries,  amended  (by  a  voice  vote). 

Pages  4167—4168 

California  beach  'bx.psion  control :  S.  307,  to  authorize 
certain  beach  erosion  control  of  the  shore  in  San  Diego 
County,  Calif,  (clearetnfpr  President  by  a  voice  vote). 

Pages  4168-4169 

Military  Construction  Authorization:  By  a  voice  vote 
the  House  adopted  H.  Res.  227)sthe  open  rule  providing 
for  the  consideration  of,  and  3  hours  of  debate  on,  H.R. 
5000,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  instal¬ 
lations,  but  deferred  the  consideration  of  the  bill  to 
Wednesday.  \  Pages  41 69-4170 

Quorum  Call  and  Record  Votes:  During  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  House  today  one  quorum  «11  and  two 
record  votes  developed  and  they  appear  on  pages  4150- 
4151,  4159,  and  4160 

Program  for  Wednesday:  Adjourned  at  4:55  'p.m. 
until  Wednesday,  March  22,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  wl 
the  House  will  consider  H.R.  5000,  to  authorize  certair 
construction  at  military  installations  (3  hours  of  debate), 
also  may  consider  H.R.  3935,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1958  in  regard  to  increasing  the  Fed^ 
eral  minimum  wage  (7  hours  of  debate). 

Committee  Meetings 

WATERSHED 

Committee  on  Agriculture:  Subcommittee  oA  Conserva 
tion  and  Credit  met  in  executive  session  and  approved 
watershed  projects  for  the  States  of  Kentucky,  New 
Mexico,  Hawaii,  and  Florida. 

The  subcommittee  passed  over 
shed  projects,  for  the  States  of  So 
and  Kentucky-Tennessee 

MILITARY  POSTURE 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  DAILY  DIGEST 


March 


AID  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION 


rious  other  water- 
Carolina,  Virginia, 


Committee  on  Armed  Sej/bices:  Met  in  executive  session 
to  continue  national  mintary  posture  briefings.  Heard 
testimony  from  Eugene  M.  Zukert,  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force;  Gen.  T.  D.  White,  Chief  of  Staff,  Air  Force;  and 
other  Air  Forced  witnesses.  Briefings  will  continue 
Thursday,  Maroi  23. 

distressed"  areas 

Committ/e  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Met  in  executive 
session/and  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  House 
S.  1 /(amended),  to  establish  an  effective  program  to 
allyviate  conditions  of  substantial  and  persistent  un- 
lployment  and  underemployment  in  certain  econom¬ 
ically  distressed  areas. 


Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Special  Subcoi 
mittee  on  Education  met  in  executive  session  on  ErR. 
5266,  to  authorize  assistance  to  public  and  othei/non- 
profit  institutions  of  higher  education.  No  announce¬ 
ments  were  made,  and  the  subcommittee  will/continue, 
in  executive  session,  on  this  subject  Friday, ^arch  24. 

SCHOOL  AID 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:/ General  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education  continued  heanngs  on  H.R.  4970, 
to  authorize  a  3-year  program  oLFederal  aid  for  public 
elementary  and  secondary  schools.  Witnesses  heard 
were  Senator  Gold  water;  the/rormer  Secretary,  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare;  and  various  public  witnesses. 
Hearings  continue  Wednesday,  March  22. 

UNEMPLOYMENT 

Committee  on  EduAation  and  Labor:  Subcommittee  on 
Unemployment  /nd  Impact  of  Automation  continued 
hearings  on  general  unemployment,  and  heard  testi¬ 
mony  from/  a  public  witness.  Hearings  continue 
Wednesday;  March  22. 

INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

ComAnittee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
national  Organizations  and  Movements  heard  a  briefing 
Harlan  H.  Cleveland,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
International  Organization  Affairs. ' 

REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  met  in  ex¬ 
ecutive  session  and  rescinded  amendments,  adopted  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  to  S.  153,  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949.  The  bill  was  again  ordered  reported  to 
the  full  committee. 


FOREIGN  OPE] 
AFFAIRS 


WTIONS  AND  MONETARY 


Committee  on  Goverihnent  Operations :  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  \nd  Monetary  Affairs  met  in 
executive  session.  No  announcements  were  made. 

PUBLIC  LANDS 

Committee  on  Ulterior  and  Inhdar  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Lands  heard  a  general  briefing  by  De¬ 
fense  Department  representatives  concerning  military 
ranges  and  related  installations  and  baso£  in  connection 
with  land  withdrawals.  The  subcommittee  will  meet 
again  Wednesday,  March  22. 

EDUCATIONAL  TELEVISION 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce\S\\b- 
committee  on  Communications  and  Power  continued 
hearings  on  H.R.  132,  and  related  bills,  to  provide  grants 
for  educational  television  broadcast  facilities.  TestiA 
mony  was  given  by  Representatives  Harris  and  Hemp- 
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equipment  and  other  items;  technical  assistance;  skilled  manpower  from  tf 
Peace  Corps;  development  grants;  transitional,  sustaining  or  emergency 
grants;  development  loans  repayable  in  local  currency;  and  development 
loans  repayable  in  dollars,  with  special  terms  of  repayment  that  wiLZ  meet 
the  needs  of  the  recipient  country.  These  tools  will  be  coordinates  with 
:he  activities  of  the  Export-Import  Bank,  and  with  loan  and  inve^tknent 
gh^irantees  to  private  enterprise.  *** 

recommend,  therefore,  an  authorisation  for  the  new  aid  agency  of  not 
less\than  5  years,  with  borrowing  authority  also  for  5  years/to  commit  and 
make  dqllar  repayable  loans  within  the  limits  spelled  out  below.  *** 
"Consequently,  v^hile  the  funds  requested  by  my  predecessor  will  be 
sharply  shifted  in  terms  of  their  use  and  purpose,  I  am  Asking  the  Congres. 
for  a  totaKforeign  aid  budget  of  new  obligational  authority  no  greater 
than  that  revested  in  the  rockbottom  budget  praviou^y  submitted  ($4  bil¬ 
lion)  despite \he  fact  that  the  number  of  new  nations  needing  assistance 
is  constantly  increasing;  and,  though  increasing  sbch  authority  for  non¬ 
military  aid  while  reducing  military  assistance, /this  budget  provides  for 
a  level  of  actual  expenditures  on  nonmilitary  aid  no  greater  than  reflectet 
in  the  previous  budget  --  $1.9  billion.  Thesje  figures  do  not,  of  course, 
reflect  Public  Law  40fr  operations." 

Sen.  Keating  expressed  skepticism  over  p^rirts  of  the  message,  particularly 
the  creation  of  a  agency  to  handle  foreign/aid  and  the  request  for  appropria¬ 
tions  over  a  5-year  period  rather  than  a/l-year  period,  p.  4215 
Sens.  Javits  and  Cooper  commended  the/message.  pp.  4215,  4266-7 

3.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Both  Hou\^s  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 

H.  R.  4806,  to  provide  for  the  est^oi^hment  of  a  temporary  program  of  ex¬ 
tended  unemployment  compensation  sot  unemployed  workers,  including  Federal 
employees  and  veterans.  The  Hop'se  agreed  to  the  report  by  a  vote  of  362  to 
31.  This  bill  will  now  be  senlf  to  the  Pr^ident.  pp.  4238-44,  4270-5 

4.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Holland  criticized  the  showrt^  by  the  British  Broadcasting 

Corporation,  under  an  arrangement  with  the  Columbia  Broadcasting  System,  of 
the  film,  "Harvest  of  Sh^ne,"  depicting  certain\onditions  of  migratory  farm 
workers  in  this  eountr/,  and  debated  this  matter  w^th  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. , 
and  other  Senators.  >pp.  4260-6 

5.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed,  reported  with  amend¬ 

ments  S.  107,  to/authorize  the  construction  of  the  Navaj\  Indian  irrigation 
project  and  the/initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan-Chama  project  as  participating 
project  of  tty i  Colorado  River  storage  project  (S.  Rept.  83)\  p.  4202 


6.  GRANTS- IN- AJD.  Received  from  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergc 
Relations/a  report,  "Modification  of  Federal  Grants-in-Aid  for 
Service/,"  p.  4201 


rernmental 
iblic  Health 


7.  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  Robert  S.  Shriver,  Jr.,  to  ft 
Director  of  the  Peace  Corps,  p.  4200 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  the  nomination  oJ 
Lalphael  M.  Paiewonsky  to  be  Governor  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  p.  4200 


TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Bridges  urged  action  to  impose  greater  restrictions  on 
the  importation  of  textiles  and  textile  products,  p.  4207 

Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  a  statement  of  the  National  Assoc,  of  Wool  Manufac¬ 
turers  on  the  "urgent  need  for  quotas  to  control  low-wage  imports  of  textiles 
and  apparel."  p.  4214 
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YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sens.  Gruening  and  Humphrey  spoke  in  favor  of  esta) 
lishing  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  and  inserted  articles  endorsing  it.  pp3 
v4213,4260 

10.  MINIMUM  WAGES.  Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  numerous  articles  and  editorial^  oppos¬ 
ing  Enactment  of  legislation  to  raise  the  minimum  wage  level,  pp.  424.9-26 

11.  FARMER  COMMITTEES.  Sen.  Kart  commended  the  recommendation  in  the  President's 

farm  mesXuge  that  "commodity  groups  work  directly  on  the  initiay  formulation 
of  their  commodity  programs,"  and  inserted  his  letter  to  Secre/ary  Freeman 
urging  thatVhe  commodity  groups  have  a  representative  to  giye  the  viewpoint 
of  the  consuming  public,  p.  4269 

12.  ELECTRIFICATION.  V>en.  Bennett  inserted  several  letters  add  statements  opposing 
enactment  of  legislation  to  authorize  construction  of  jme  Burns  Creek  public 
power  project. 


13.  ADJOURNED  until  Fri. ,  M> 


J 


14.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  The  Banking\and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S.  1,  to  establish  an  effective  program  t alleviate  conditions  of  substantial 
and  persistent  unemployment  and  ^underemployment  in  certain  economically  dis¬ 
tressed  areas  (H.  Rept.  136).  p.\4341i 

15.  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  R.  5742,  to  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
p.  D190 


16.  WATEF.-HYACINTHS  SEEDS.  A  subcommittee  of  file  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  re¬ 

port  to  the  full  committee  With  amendment  H\  R.  2041,  to  remove  the  restrict iot 
on  the  interstate  shipment/ of  water-hyacinth \lants  or  seeds  to  certain  areas 
where  the  plants  are  unable  to  survive  winter  weather,  p.  D190 

17.  ADMINISTRATIVE  ORDERS./  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  reC_ 

port  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  5656,  to  provide  rx^r  reasonable  notice  of 
applications  to  thd  U.  S.  courts  of  appeals  for  interlocutory  relief  against 
the  orders  of  ce^rtain  administrative  agencies,  p.  D1‘ 

18.  MINIMUM  WAGES./  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  3935,  to  amend  the  F^ir  Labor  Standards 

Act  and  increase  the  minimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hou^.  pp.  4313-8 

19.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Reps.  Hemphill  and  Seely-Brown  urged  greater Vestrict ions  on 

the  importation  of  textiles  and  textile  products,  pp,  4318-22,\4335-6 

20.  PEACE'  COPJPS.  Rep.  Staggers  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  President '  s  proposal  to 
establish  a  Peace  Corps,  pp.  4326-8 

21. yJfOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Pelly  criticized  the  President's  message  on  foreign  aid, 
particularly  the  "proposal  calling  for  funding  foreign  aid  outside  of  con¬ 
gressional  appropriations  as  called  for  by  our  Constitution."  pp.  4336-7 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  bi4l\to  provide  additional  authorization  for 
Public  Law  480.  House  subcommittee  vojzed  tckreport  bill  to  extend  Mexican  farm 
labor  program.  Senate  committee  voted  to  report  third  supplemental  appropriation 
bill.  House  committee  reported  bil/  to  extend  Reorganization  Act.  House  debated 
minimum  wage  bill. 


HOUSE 


1. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Agriculture  .Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  4728/to  amend  Public  Law  430  so  as  to  provide  an  additional 
authorization  of  $/billion  during  1961  under  title  I  fpr  sales  of  surplus,  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  (H.  Rept.  196) .  p.  441. 


2. 


FARM  LABOR.  Th/  Equipment,  Supplies,  and  Manpower  Subcommittee  0f  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committ^4  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  H,  R.  2010,  to  extend  the 
Mexican  farjrf  labor  program,  p.  D193 


3.  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  R.  5742,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  so  that  it  will 
apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time,  before 
June  1,  1963  (H.  Rept.  195).  p.  4417 


~,JSING  LOANS.  The  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,\R. 
/5723,  to  extend  the  veterans'  guaranteed  and  direct  home  loan  program  and  “ 
provide  additional  funds  for  the  veterans'  direct  loan  program  (H.  Rept.  3 
p.  4417  •  • 

5.  MINIMUM  WAGES.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  3935,  to  amend  the  Fair  La^°r 
Act  and  increase  the  minimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour,  PP* 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  until 
midnight  Fri.  to  file  a  report  on  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill 


a 


cor  1962.  p.  4343 


7.  DEPRESSED  AREAS,  Received  an  Abilene,  Kan,,  Chamber  of  Commerce  resolution 
opposing  the  Douglas  area  redevelopment  bill.  p.  4419 


SENATE 


8.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee 
marked  up  and  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  pdith  amendments 
this  bill,  H.\.  5188.  p.  D192 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


9.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cohelan  inserting  an  article,  "United 
States  Echoes  Migrant  NPlight ,"  and  stating  that  it  joints  out  certain  impor¬ 
tant  aspects  of  the  pressing  migrant  farm  labor  p/oblem,  pp.  A2038-9 


10.  CREDIT  UNIONS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Mason  discussing  his  proposed 
"tax  loophole  closers"  bills^to  impose  incom^ tax  on  credit  unions,  pp, 
A2039-40 


11.  LIVESTOCK.  Extension  of  remarks  bf  Rep.  Xhriver  inserting  an  article  citing 
the  importance  of  the  livestock  industry  to  Kansas'  economy,  and  stating 
that  "it  would  be  pertinent  to  placV^efore  the  Members  some  of  the  facts  of 
an  industry  which  flourishes  without  a  program  of  Federal  subsidies." 
p.  A2042 


12.  SMALL  BUSINESS,  Extension  of  rerftarks  of  R&p.  Evins  inserting  a  statement 

summarizing  the  objectives  of/the  Small  Business  Act  and  the  recent  accomplish¬ 
ments  in  carrying  out  these  Objectives.  pp.\i2050-l 


13.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Extensipft  of  remarks  of  Rep.  F£»qod  inserting  a  Pa.  State 


press  release  describing  the  areas  of  labor  surplus  in  Pa.,  and  stating  that 
the  report  underscores  the  need  for  passage  by  the  \ouse  of  the  area  re¬ 
development  bill.  p/  A2053 


14.  PEACE  CORPS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Fascell  inserting  an  article, 
"Kennedy's  Peace  Corps  Could  Uplift  Youth."  p.  A2057 


15.  FARM  PROGRAM. /Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Andersen  inserting  an  address  by 
Rep.  Weavei/on  the  general  subject  of  farm  policy  and  stating\:hat  "it  points 
up  the  need  for  a  sound  and  workable  policy  for  the  Nation's  fanners." 
pp,  A2057-8 


16,  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Santangelo  inserting  dn  address 
by  Rep.  Giaimo  discussing  the  minimum  wage  law,  its  proposed  increase! 
tended  coverage  and  proposed  substitutions,  pp.  A2063-5 


ex- 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


.7.  RESEARCH.  H.  R.  5882,  by  Rep,  Rhodes,  Ariz, ,  to  provide  for  a  program  of 

weather  modification  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  act¬ 
ing  in  cooperation  with  the  National  Science  Foundation,  to  increase 
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87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 

1st  Session  )  j  N0  195 


FURTHER  AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949,  AS 
AMENDED,  SO  THAT  SUCH  ACT  WILL  APPLY  TO  REORGANIZA¬ 
TION  PLANS  TRANSMITTED  TO  THE  CONGRESS  AT  ANY  TIME 
BEFORE  JUNE  1,  1963 


» 


arch  23,  1961. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


on  the  State 


Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6742] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  5742)  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  so  that  such  act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and 
recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

'  H.R.  5742  was  introduced  by  Hon.  Dante  B.  Fascell,  of  Florida, 
to  reinstate  until  June  1,  1963,  the  authority  given  the  President  by 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to  transmit  to  the  Congress  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans.  Such  plans  take  effect  unless  a  resolution  of  disapproval 
is  passed  by  either  the  House  or  the  Senate  within  60  days  from  the 
date  of  transmittal. 

The  1949  act  was  given  a  duration  of  4  years,  was  extended  in  1953 
for  2  years  and  similarly  in  1955  and  1957  for  2  years.  This  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  House  voted  to  extend  the  act  in  1959  but  the  Senate 
declined.  The  1949  law  required  an  “authorize  majority”  of  either 
House  to  pass  a  resolution  of  disapproval  of  a  reorganization  plan. 
In  1957  the  Congress  made  it  easier  to  disapprove  a  plan  by  amending 
the  law  to  require  only  a  simple  majority  of  those  present  in  either 
House  to  pass  such  a  resolution.  This  change  is  retained  in  the  law 
and  will  not  be  affected  by  this  extension. 


57006—61 


1 


2 


AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 


GENERAL  STATEMENT 


Under  the  Reorganization  Act  the  President,  instead  of  being 
required  to  submit  executive  reorganizations  to  Congress  in  the 
form  of  bills,  may  send  up  a  reorganization  plan  which  becomes  law 
unless  the  Congress  acts  to  disapprove  it.  The  disapproval  must  be 
total;  that  is,  the  entire  plan  must  be  rejected.  No  amendments  are 
permitted.  This  authority  has  been  given  to  the  President  in  various 
forms  since  1932,  but  never  on  a  permanent  basis.  It  is  grounded 
on  the  theory  that  reorganization  of  the  executive  departments  and 
agencies  to  promote  economy  and  efficiency  is  a  cooperative  function 
of  the  President  and  the  Congress  and  warrants  the  unusual  procedure 
contained  in  the  law. 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  was  more  comprehensive  in  scope 
than  previous  legislation  and  was  a  cardinal  recommendation  of  the 
First  Hoover  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Brancfl 
of  the  Government.  Extensive  use  of  the  authority  was  made  bj® 
President  Truman  and  President  Eisenhower  in  the  early  years  of  his 
administration.  President  Kennedy  through  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  informed  the  committee  that  enactment  of 
legislation  to  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  is  an  essential  element 
in  the  President’s  program. 

Under  the  rules  of  the  House,  this  committee  is  given  the  responsi¬ 


bility  of  evaluating  the  effect  of  laws  enacted  to  reorganize  the  execu¬ 


tive  branch  of  the  Government  and  studying  the  operation  of 
Government  activities  at  all  levels  with  a  view  to  determining  its 
economy  and  efficiency.  With  this  responsibility  always  in  mind  the 
committee  favorably  reported  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  and 
recommended  its  successive  extensions.  It  believes  the  act  has  proved 
a  useful  tool  in  the  past  and  should  be  continued.  With  the  modifica¬ 
tion  made  in  1957  requiring  only  a  simple  majority  of  either  House  to 
pass  a  disapproval  resolution  the  powers  of  neither  the  executive  nor 
legislative  branches  seem  to  be  greatly  out  of  balance. 

Criticisms  have  been  made  and  the  committee  has  been  concerned 
with  the  tendency  of  the  Executive  to  draft  reorganization  plans  in_ 
general  terms  so  that  the  full  scope  of  the  reorganization  is  not  alwayfil 
readily  apparent  from  the  contents  of  the  plans  as  presented.  Ar* 
times,  the  plans  seem  to  confer  on  Department  and  agency  heads  such 
unrestricted  redelegation  authority  that  they  are  able  to  effect  further 
substantial  reorganizations  without  referring  them  to  the  Congress. 
In  its  review  of  any  plans  submitted  under  the  bill  the  committee  will 
insist  that  they  be  composed  with  such  detail  that  their  full  import  is 
readily  ascertainable.  The  committee  is  also  undertaking  a  review 
of  the  act  to  see  if  any  improvements  are  needed. 

The  committee  has  also  noted  a  tendency  in  recent  years  for  the 
Executive  to  submit  plans  without  the  full  justification  in  reducing 
expenditures  and  promoting  economy  that  the  bill  requires.  The 
Committee  will  insist  that  the  plans  submitted  be  in  accord  with  the 
language  and  intent  of  the  act  and  we  will  continue  to  scrutinize  with 
care  all  plans  accordingly. 
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REPORT  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET  ON  S.  153  AND  IDENTICAL  BILL 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  February  20,  1961. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Cperations, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  state 
the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  administration  on  the 
bill  (S.  153)  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  so  that  such  act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

As  you  know,  the  Congress  has  provided  authority  along  the  lines 
of  that  contained  in  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
2ather  consistently  over  the  past  30  years.  As  a  consequence,  the 
President  has  found  it  possible  to  initiate  reorganization  proposals 
and  have  them  considered  by  the  Congress  under  an  expeditious  pro¬ 
cedure  which  reserves  to  the  Congress  the  ultimate  action  of  approval 
or  disapproval.  Under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
some  58  reorganization  plans  have  been  transmitted  to  the  Congress, 
of  which  44  have  taken  effect. 

The  President,  as  Chief  Executive,  is  responsible  for  the  efficient 
management  of  the  executive  branch.  As  the  tasks  of  government 
become  steadily  more  exacting,  and  as  the  range  of  government’s 
activities  becomes  more  complex  in  response  to  the  needs  of  our  times, 
the  importance  of  sound  organization  and  management  assumes  criti¬ 
cal  proportions.  Economy,  efficiency,  and  clear  lines  of  executive 
responsibility  are  central  to  the  faithful  execution  of  the  laws.  The 
Reorganization  Act  provides  an  essential  tool  to  aid  the  President  in 
meeting  his  responsibilities. 

I  wish  to  comment  specifically  on  two  features  of  S.  153 : 

First,  the  bill  proposes  to  extend  the  terminal  date  for  transmittal 
of  reorganization  plans  to  June  1,  1963.  It  is  our  view  that  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  device  should  be  permanently  available  to  the 
^President  and  the  Congress.  If  the  Congress,  however,  considers 
that  successive  time  limitations  should  continue  to  be  in  the  act,  we 
suggest  that  favorable  consideration  be  given  to  extending  the  duration 
of  this  limitation  for  the  period  of  each  4-year  term  of  office  of  the 
President.  Accordingly,  if  the  limitation  is  to  be  continued  in  the 
statute,  we  suggest  that  the  authority  be  extended  until  June  1,  1964. 

Second,  the  bill  as  presently  written  would  not  affect  the  provision 
for  disapproval  of  a  reorganization  plan  by  a  simple  majority  of  either 
House  of  the  Congress.  As  you  are  aware,  the  act  as  developed  in 
1949  provided  for  disapproval  by  a  constitutional  majority  of  either 
House,  and  this  provision  remained  in  effect  through  the  rest  of 
President  Truman’s  term  of  office  and  in  President  Eisenhower’s  terms 
until  1957.  It  is  the  administration’s  view  that  the  purposes  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  would  be  served  more  effectively  by  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  constitutional  majority  procedure.  Such  an  action  would 
give  to  President  Kennedy  the  same  reorganization  authority  that 
was  available  to  President  Truman  and  President  Eisenhower  from 
1949  to  1957. 
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I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  on  this  very  important  matter.  The  enactment  of  legislation 
to  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  an  essential 
element  in  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

David  E.  Bell,  Director. 


Action  taken  on  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  and  extensions 


the  President 


Plan  No. 

Allowed  to  become  effective 

Yes  (61  Stat.  954)... 

Plan  No.  1  of  1948 _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  1  of  1949  _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  2  of  1949 _ 

Yes  (63  Stat.  1065) . 

Plan  No.  3  of  1949 _ 

Yes  (63  Stat.  1066) .... 

Plan  No.  4  of  1949 _ 

Yes  (63  Stat.  1067) . . 

Yes  163  Stat  10671 

Yes  (63  Stat.  1069).... 

Plan  No.  7  of  1949 _ 

Yes  (63  Stat.  10701 

No _ 

Plan  No.  1  of  1950. .. 

No _ 

Plan  No.  2  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1261) . . 

Plan  No.  3  of  1950 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1262) _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  5  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1263; 

amended,  68  Stat.  430). 
Yes  (64  Stat.  1263) _ 

Plan  No.  7  of  1950 _ _ 

No _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1264) . . 

Plan  No.  9  of  1950  . 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1265) _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1265) . . 

Plan  No.  11  of  1950 _ 

No _ _ _ 

Plan  No.  12  of  1950 _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  13  of  1950.  . 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1266) _ 

Plan  No.  14  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1267) _ 

Plan  No.  15  of  1950-.. 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1267) _ 

Plan  No.  16  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (M  Stat.  12681 

Plan  No.  17  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1269) .  . 

Plan  No.  18  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1270) _ 

Plan  No.  19  of  1950. 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1271) _ 

Plan  No.  20  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1272) _ 

Plan  No.  21  of  1950  .. 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1273) _ 

Plan  No.  22  of  1950 . 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1277) . . 

Plan  No.  23  of  1950 _ 

Y es  (M  Stat.  12791 

Plan  No.  24  of  1950 _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  25  of  1950 _ 

Yes  164  Stat.  12801 

Plan  No.  26  of  1950 _ 

Yes  (64  Stat.  1280) . . 

Plan  No.  27  of  1950 _ 

No _ 

Plan  No.  1  of  1951 . . 

Yes  (65  Stat.  773) _ 

Plan  No.  1  of  1952 . . 

Yes  (66  Stat.  823;  amended, 
69  Stat.  182). 

No.  _ _ _ 

Plan  No.  2  of  1952 _ 

Plan  No.  3  of  1952 _ 

No . . . . 

Plan  No.  4  of  1952 _ 

No . . 

Plan  No.  5  of  1952 _ 

Y es  (66  Stat.  824  amended, 

69  Stat.  182). 

Yes  167  Stat.  6311 

Plan  No.  1  of  1953 _ 

Plan  No.  2  of  1953 _ 

Yes  (67  Stat.  633) _ 

Department  or  agency  affected 


Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 
Department  of  Labor. 

Federal  Security  Agency. 

Federal  Security  Agency  (Department  of 
Welfare). 

Department  of  Labor.  A 

Federal  Security  Agency. 

Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board.  ™ 

Post  Office  Department. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President  (National 
Security  Council,  National  Security  Re¬ 
sources  Board). 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Maritime  Commission. 

Federal  Works  Agency. 

Department  of  Commerce  (Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration). 

National  Military  Establishment. 

Department  of  the  Treasury. 

Department  of  Justice. 

Department  of  the  Interior. 

Department  of  Agriculture. 

Department  of  Commerce. 


Department  of  Labor. 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

Federal  Trade  Commission. 

Do. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

Federal  Communications  Commission. 

National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

Department  of  Labor. 

General  Services  Administration. 

Department  of  the  Interior. 

Genera]  Services  Administration. 

Federal  Security  Agency. 

General  Services  Administration. 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency.  gk 

General  Services  Administration.  F  I 

Federal  Security  Agency.  ^ 

Department  of  Labor. 

Department  of  State. 

Genera]  Services  Administration. 

U.S.  Maritime  Commission. 

Department  of  Commerce. 

Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 
Department  of  Commerce. 

National  Security  Resources  Board. 
Department  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Security  Agency  (Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare). 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 
Department  of  the  Treasury  (Bureau  of  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue). 

Post  Office  Department. 

Department  of  the  Treasury  (Bureau  of 
Customs). 

Department  of  Justice. 

District  of  Columbia  Government. 


Federal  Security  Agency. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

Department  of  Agriculture. 
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Action  taken  on  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  and  extensions — Continued 


Plan  No. 


Allowed  to  become  effective 


Department  or  agency  affected 


Plan  No.  3  of  1953. 


Plan  No.  4  of  1953 
Plan  No.  5  of  1953 
Plan  No.  6  of  1953 
Plan  No.  7  of  1953. 


Plan  No.  8  of  1953. 
Plan  No.  9  of  1953. 
*^an  No.  10  of  1953 
Plan  No.  1  of  1954. 


Plan  No.  2  of  1954. 


Plan  No.  1  of  1956 
Plan  No.  2  of  1956. 


Plan  No.  1  of  1957. 
Plan  No.  1  of  1958. 

Plan  No.  1  of  1959. 


Yes  (67  Stat.  634) 


Yes  (67  Stat.  636) 
Yes  (67  Stat.  637) 
Yes  (67  Stat.  638) 
Yes  (67  Stat.  639) 


Yes  (67  Stat.  642;  amended, 
69  Stat.  183). 

Yes  (67  Stat.  644) . 

Yes  (67  Stat.  644) . 

Yes  (68  Stat.  1279). . . 


Yes  (68  Stat.  1280) 


No. 

No. 


Yes  (71  Stat.  647).. 
Yes  (72  Stat.  1799) 

No . 


Office  of  Defense  Mobilization  (National  Secu¬ 
rity  Resources  Board). 

Departments  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force. 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

General  Services  Administration. 

Department  of  Defense. 

Department  of  Justice. 

Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington. 
Department  of  Defense. 

Foreign  Operations  Administration. 

Institute  of  Inter-American  Affairs. 
Department  of  State. 

U.S.  Information  Agency. 

Department  of  State. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President  (Council  of 
Economic  Advisers). 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

Post  Office  Department. 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission. 

War  Claims  Commission. 

International  Claims  Commission. 

Department  of  State. 

Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 
Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington. 

Federal  National  Mortgage  Association. 
Denartments  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force. 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 

Defense  Mobilization  and  Civil  Defense 
Agencies. 

Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  in¬ 
troduced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) ; 

[Public  Law  109 — 8  1st  Congress] 

[Chapter  226 — -1st  Session] 

[H.R.  2361] 

AN  ACT  To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other 

purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  oj  Representatives  oj  the  United 
States  oj  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

Title  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Reorganization  Act  of 
1949”. 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time  to  time 
reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government  and 
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shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
following  purposes : 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws,  the  more 
effective  management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  expeditious  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  public  business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy,  to  the  fullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies  and  functions 
of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  consolidating  those 
having  similar  functions  under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  sucA 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  th<P 
efficient  conduct  of  the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of  effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  demands  the 
carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that  such 
purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great  measure  by  proceeding  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily 
thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 


REORGANIZATION  PLANS 


Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation,  finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of  any 
agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of 

any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other  agency  or  the  function^ 
thereof ;  or  " 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of  any  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any  of  his 
functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency  which 
agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganization  plan  will  not  have  any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2(a) 
he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the  reorganiza¬ 
tions  as  to  which  he  has  made  findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the 
plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the 
Congress,  together  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reor¬ 
ganization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorganization 
is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2(a). 
The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and  shall  be 
made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in  session.  The  President,  hi  his 
message  transmitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect 
to  each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  au- 


AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 


7 


thority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function,  and  shall  specify  the  reduction 
of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as  practicable)  which  it  is  probable 
will  be  brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the  reorganizations 
included  in  the  plan. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under 
section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  necessary,  the  name 
of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its 
head ;  and  shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency  resulting  from 
a  reorganization  and  the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compensa¬ 
tion  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 

)  (including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  consolidation  or  other  type 
of  reorganization)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message 
transmitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization 
made  by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission  or 
board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of  any  such 
appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than 
four  years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
that  found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not 
under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  that,  in 
the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  it  may  be  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners  or  other 
body  or  officer  of  such  government  designated  in  the  plan; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other  disposition 
of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel  affected  by  any  reor¬ 
ganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such  unexpended 
\  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use 
)  in  connection  with  any  function  or  agency  affected  by  a  reor¬ 
ganization,  as  he  deems  necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization 
for  use  in  connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorgan¬ 
ization,  or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  func¬ 
tions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such  unex¬ 
pended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes 
for  which  such  appropriation  was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating  the  affairs  of  any 
agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REORGANIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  re¬ 
organization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all 
the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  ter¬ 
minated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 
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(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  ter¬ 
minated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  function  which  is 
not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that  provided  by 
law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other  agency  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing 
said  government  or  all  said  functions. 

(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall  take 
effect  unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before  [June  1, 
1959.]  June  1,  1963. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATION 


Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan 
shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar 
days,  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of 
transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has  not 
been  passed  by  either  of  the  two  Houses  a  resolution  stating  in  sub¬ 
stance  that  the  House  does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there  shall  be 
excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions  contained  in 

the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which 
the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect.  ^ 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 


Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency”  means  any 
executive  department,  commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bureau,  division,  service,  office, 
officer,  authority,  administration,  or  other  establishment,  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of 
the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the 
courts  thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  are  a 
part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 


MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reorganization” 
means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 


AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  19  49 


9 


SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation  or  other 
action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of 
or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorganization  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made 
inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a 
function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action  has 
vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under  the 
plan,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan 
becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which 
the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the  term  “regulation 
or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy,  determina¬ 
tion,  directive,  authorization,  permit,  privilege,  requirement,  desig¬ 
nation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  commenced  by  or 
against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United  States, 
in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization 
plan  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion 
or  supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after 
such  reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a  sur¬ 
vival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement  of 
the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  maintained  by  or  against 
the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization  effected 
by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or 
officer  as  the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropriations  unex¬ 
pended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  used  for 
any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganizarion  plan  which  shall  take  effect  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the  public 
laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Title  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted  by  the 
Congress : 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they  shall  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  but  appli¬ 
cable  only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House 
in  the  case  of  resolutions  (as  defined  in  section  202) ;  and  such  rules 
shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith ;  and 
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(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either  House 
to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in  such  House) 
at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case 
of  any  other  rule  of  such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution”  means  only 
a  resolution  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter  after 

the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  “That  the - does  not 

favor  the  reorganization  plan  numbered  — -  transmitted  to  Congress 

by  the  President  on  - ,  19 — ”,  the  first  blank  space 

therein  being  filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the 
other  blank  spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not 
include  a  resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  shall 
be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect  to  the 
same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same  committee)  by  the  President 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  referred  a  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it  before 
the  expiration  of  ten  calendar  days  after  its  introduction,  it  shall  then 
(but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge  the  committee 
from  further  consideration  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the 
committee  from  further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with 
respect  to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favoring  the  resolu¬ 
tion,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be  made  after 
the  committee  has  reported  a  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same 
reorganization  plan),  and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall 
be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to,  such 
motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge 
the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any  other  resolution  with 
respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has  been  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time  thereafter  be  in  order  (even 
though  a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to 
move  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  ten 
hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  shall 
not  be  debatable.  No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the 
resolution  shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  respect  to  the 
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discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with 
respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and  all  motions  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  as 
the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Approved  June  20,  1949. 


A 

\ 


' 


' 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  CLARE  E.  HOFFMAN 

Ever  since  the  Congress,  in  the  Economy  Act  of  1932, 1  gave  Presi¬ 
dent  Hoover  power  to  submit  reorganization  plans,  the  delegation  of 
authority  to  submit  reorganization  plans  has,  in  each  instance,  been 
a  partial  surrender  of  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  to  the  President. 

The  Constitution  plainly  states:  2 

All  legislative  Powers  herein  granted  shall  be  vested  in  a 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  which  shall  consist  of  a  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives, 

and  makes  clear  that 3 — 

Every  Bill  which  shall  have  passed  the  House  of  Repre- 
j  sentatives  and  the  Senate,  shall,  before  it  become  a  Law,  be 
presented  to  the  President  of  the  United  States.  [Italic 
supplied.] 

The  same  section  gives  the  President  the  veto  power.  It  does  not, 
nor  does  any  other  section  of  the  Constitution,  authorize  the  reverse 
of  this  procedure  which  would  have  the  President,  through  the  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  which  he  controls,  propose  legislation  to  the  Congress  for 
its  approval  or  rejection. 

This  bill,  if  it  becomes  law,  authorizes  the  President  to  enact  legis¬ 
lation  without  action  of  either  House — a  clear  violation  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution. 

The  Constitution  directs  the  President  to  4 — 

from  time  to  time  give  to  the  Congress  Information  of  the 
State  of  the  Union,  and  recommend  to  their  Consideration 
such  Measures  as  he  shall  judge  necessary  and  expedient. 

The  President  also  may  have,  and  frequently  has  actually  had, 
drafts  of  legislation  introduced  by  request.  No  more  authority  is 
required  for  him  in  order  to  initiate  legislation.  To  go  further  is  to 

5iolate  the  very  section  of  the  Constitution  which  vests  the  legislative 
ower  in  the  Congress.  There  is  no  reason  to  authorize  the  President 
to  legislate — give  him  legislative  power — unless  we  want  and  need  a 
dictator. 

All  the  reorganization  acts  that  Congress  has  passed  have  carried 
an  unconstitutional  delegation  to  the  President  of  the  legislative 
authority  granted  Congress. 

Because  the  President  and  the  executive  department  have  always 
been  free  to  send  to  Congress  legislative  proposals,  my  position  has 
always  been  to  oppose  this  unconstitutional  delegation  of  congressional 
power.  Nor  has  the  Congress  authority  to  surrender  the  power 
granted  by  the  Constitution,  transfer  it  to  a  President. 

My  opposition  to  what  is  considered  an  unconstitutional  delegation 
of  congressional  authority  has  been  repeatedly  stated  on  the  floor  5 
and  in  reports.6 

i  47  Stat.  413. 

1  Art.  I,  sec.  1. 

3  Art.  I,  sec.  7. 

1  Art.  II,  sec.  3. 

«  95  C.R.  524-255,  891-892;  99  C.R.  777-781;  101  C.R.  780-786;  103  C.R.  11269. 

»  Additional  Views,  H.Res.  534  (H.  Rept.  2585),  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  filed  July  3, 1956;  H.R.  541  (II.  Rept. 
2599),  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  filed  July  3,  1956;  H.R.  8364  (H.  Rept.  657),  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  filed  June  27, 
1957;  H.R.  5140  (H.  Rept.  367).  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  filed  May  18,  1959. 
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In  passing,  it  might  further  be  observed  that,  as  the  years  have  gone 
by,  the  opposition  to  this  delegation  of  authority  has  seadily  increased, 
as  from  time  to  time  additional  Members,  including  the  present  chair¬ 
man  or  our  committee  which  reported  out  this  bill,  have  expressed 
their  opposition. 

This  change  of  viewpoint  has  also  been  indicated  by  the  lessening 
of  the  opposition  required  to  veto  plans  suggested.7 

This  changing  view  has  also  been  reflected  through  the  years  in 
debate  on  the  House  floor,  in  hearings  and  reports  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations.  (See  app.  A,  compiled  by  the  sole 
minority  (Republican)  counsel,  J.  Philip  Carlson.) 

The  reason  for  my  opposition  to  the  present  bill  could  not  be  more 
clearly  and  cogently  expressed  than  by  the  statement,  and  I  quote: 


I  desire  to  register  my  recognition  of  the  fundamental 
objects  to  and  defects  in  the  Reorganization  Act.  In  prin¬ 
ciple  it  is  a  part  of  the  creeping  encroachment  on  a  power 
vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  Congress ;  in  practice  it  is  a 
part  of  the  arrogance  associated  with  the  claim  of  executive 
privilege. 


From  time  to  time  as  extensions  of  the  act  have  come  before 
the  House,  the  proponents  of  the  bills  have  shown  a  tendency 
to  avoid  the  quicksands  of  an  untenable  constitutional  argu¬ 
ment  and  to  seek  a  firmer  ground  for  extension  in  the  amen¬ 
ities  which  they  say  should  be  accorded  the  President  to 
whatever  party  he  may  belong. 

After  6  years  such  courtesy,  like  that  accorded  a  guest  who 
overstays  his  welcome,  becomes  tenuous  and  unsubstantial. 

For  me  it  no  longer  is  a  ground  for  extending  the  operation  of 
the  act. 

It  remains  constitutionally  indefensible.  I  would  let  it  die. 

Because  the  foregoing  statement  is  but  a  quotation  from  the  views 
expressed  by  the  very  competent,  aggressive,  entertaining,  instructive,^ 
and  ever-on-the-job  gentleman  from  California,  Mr.  Moss,  chairmadH 
of  the  subcommittee  on  which  with  advantage  I  have  served  for  s<) 
many  years,  permit  me  most  humbly  to  suggest  that  Members  of 
Congress  interested  in  constitutional  government  read  again  his 
statement  (Additional  Views,  H.  Rept.  367,  May  18,  1959,  on  H.R. 
5140,  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  pp.  10,  11). 

The  desire  which  he  so  eloquently  and  persuasively  expressed  came 
to  pass  June  1,  1959.  The  country  has  survived. 

With  a  young  and  vigorous  President,  so  frequently  sending  mes¬ 
sages  to  Congress,  calling  for  the  creation  of  a  utopia,  and  a  humble, 
obedient  party  majority  accepting  his  and  his  advisers’  views  so 
quickly  and  without  what  some  might  consider  adequate  discussion, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  reason  why  we  should  publicly  acknowledge 
that  we  are  hut  rubber  stamps. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Clare  E.  Hoffman. 


7  Reorganization  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  561)  required  concurrent  resolution. 

Reorganization  Act  of  1945  (59  Stat.  613)  required  concurrent  resolution. 

Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  203)  required  a  majority  of  t  lie  authorized  membership  of  either  House 
as  did  amendments  of  1953  (67  Stat.  4)  and  1955  (69  Stat.  14). 

Act  of  Sept.  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611),  amending  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  required  simple  majority  of 
those  present  and  voting  in  either  House. 
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Excerpts  From  House  Debates,  Hearings,  and  Reports  With 
Reference  to  the  Congressional  Disapproval  Provisions  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  and  as  Amended 

REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio: 

This  provision  in  this  bill,  which  sets  up  the  requirement 
whereby  each  branch  of  Congress  must  veto  or  vote  down  in 
any  reorganization  plan  the  President  may  submit,  did  give 
me  serious  concern.  Yet  I  was  willing  to  accept  it.  Finally  I 
agreed,  in  the  Commission,  to  accept  that  section  providing 
we  had  one  other  safeguard  in  the  bill.  We  do  have  the 
understanding  in  the  Commission,  by  the  way,  that  any  of  us 
may  dissent  on  any  matter,  be  free  to  express  our  own  opinion. 

As  I  stated,  I  am  willing  to  accept  the  section  requiring  both 
Houses  of  Congress  to  vote  down  a  reorganization  plan  provid¬ 
ing  we  would  have  this  one  safeguard — that  there  be  no  per¬ 
manent  authority  granted  to  the  President  or  to  his  high 
office  to  reorganize  the  Government  any  time  he  wants  and  in 
any  way  he  wants. 

Yes;  I  agree  with  the  gentleman,  but  that  is  a  dangerous 
method  to  pursue,  I  am  afraid,  because  we  can  grant  a  power 
to  the  Chief  Executive  by  a  simple  majority  vote  of  this  Con¬ 
gress,  but,  under  our  constitutional  processes,  if  a  President 
does  not  wish  to  surrender  a  power,  we  cannot  take  that  power 
away  from  him  by  legislative  action  unless  we  have  a  two- 
thirds  majority.  That  is  the  one  great  danger  I  see  in  the 
present  bill  (Feb.  7,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record  901,  902). 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  (after  offering  an  amendment  striking 
out  the  constitutional  majority  feature  of  the  hill) : 

All  this  amendment  does  is  to  preserve  half  of  the  congres¬ 
sional  power  to  legislate.  All  it  requires  is  that  when  the 
President  sends  a  plan  here  it  will  not  become  the  law  of  the 
land  if  either  House  of  the  Congress  puts  through  a  resolu¬ 
tion  disapproving  it,  saying  that  it  does  not  approve  of  the 
plan. 

***** 

*  *  *  the  prerogatives  of  the  House  would  be  preserved 
and  that  the  duty  of  the  House  to  legislate  would  still  rest 
upon  us  to  act  on  a  plan  within  a  certain  time  after  the  Presi¬ 
dent  sent  it  to  us  (Feb.  7,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record 
920). 
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Mr.  McCormack: 

*  *  *  in  my  opinion  the  adoption  of  this  amendment  for 
all  practical  purposes  would  mean  the  ineffective  operation 
of  any  reorganization  bill.  This  amendment  was  very 
seriously  considered  in  the  committee.  Furthermore,  the 
last  reorganization  bill  carried  substantially  the  same  pro¬ 
vision  as  is  contained  in  this  bill  *  *  *  this  amendment, 
while  not  intended  as  such,  will  bring  about  the  result  that 
this  bill  will  be  gutted.  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated  (Feb.  7,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record  921). 

Mr.  Judd: 

Nothing  else  ever  becomes  law  or  goes  into  effect  unless 
both  Houses  of  Congress  approve.  Why  should  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan? 

***** 

The  amendment  cannot  possibly  gut  the  bill.  It  merely 
sticks  to  the  basic  system  of  government  that  we  have  had 
in  this  Republic  for  more  than  a  hundred  and  fifty  years 
whereby  the  two  Houses  of  Congress  and  the  President 
legislate,  not  the  President  and  one  House  of  Congress. 
What  is  wrong  with  that?  (Feb.  7,  1949,  95  Congressional 
Record  921). 

Mr.  Holifield: 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
stand  behind  the  committee  on  this  and  vote  down  the 
amendment  as  it  will  nullify  the  whole  act  (Feb.  7,  1949, 
95  Congressional  Record  922). 

Mr.  Halleck: 

I  do  not  want  an  ineffective  bill,  and  I  am  not  completely 
sure  what  would  be  ineffective  and  what  would  be  effective. 
There  are  thoughtful  people  who  believe  that  a  one-House 
veto  would  still  permit  the  accomplishment  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion.  I  supported  the  bill  providing  for  a  two-House  veto. 
However,  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  very  frankly  that 
as  between  no  reorganization  measure  at  all  and  even  a  con¬ 
stitutional  majority  of  one  House,  I  would  take  the  latter  and 
see  how  it  works  (June  8,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record 
7439). 

Mr.  McCormack: 

It  is  much  better,  in  my  opinion,  to  try  nothing  than  to 
try  a  proposal  for  a  single  House  veto  on  a  straight  majority 
[Mr.  McCormack  had  said  earlier  “a  straight  majority, 
called  a  constitutional  majority,  but  I  will  call  it  a  straight 
majority”]  because  there  is  nothing  to  stop  any  plan  which 
is  sent  up  being  defeated  (June  8,  1949,  95  Congressional 
Record  7439). 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio : 

*  *  *  when  the  question  was  up  before  the  Commission, 

I  opposed  the  two-House  veto  recommendation  and  took  the 
position  that  in  my  opinion  inasmuch  as  it  would  require  the 
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action  of  both  Houses  to  enact  legislation  to  do  the  things 
which  the  Commission  might  recommend,  that  perhaps  at 
least  from  a  constitutional  angle,  and  to  protect  the  integrity 
of  the  Congress,  one  House  should  be  given  the  right  to  veto 
any  action  with  which  they  did  not  agree,  and  which  the 
President  might  take  in  submitting  a  reorganization  plan. 
However,  because  I  was  so  deeply  interested  in  seeing  that 
this  whole  program  move  forward,  I  dropped  my  objections 
and  went  along  with  the  Commission  in  the  general  recom¬ 
mendation  that  there  be  a  two-House  veto  provision  in  the 
Reorganization  Act.  Then,  when  the  reorganization  measure 
came  to  the  floor,  I  said  to  the  House  that  it  was  not  in  en¬ 
tirely  the  form  I  would  write  the  legislation;  I  expected  to 
support  it,  and  I  did  vote  for  it  (June  8,  1949,  95  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  7440). 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan: 

I  cannot  let  the  statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  about  that  disgraceful  surrender 
of  the  House  conferees  go  without  some  comment.  Under 
the  bill  passed  by  the  House  a  simple  majority  of  both  Houses 
could,  by  concurrent  resolution,  defeat  a  plan.  Now,  if 
they  fix  it  so  that  it  requires  a  constitutional  majority,  it 
gives  the  President  more  leeway  than  the  other  way.  If  the 
gentleman  will  get  a  few  more  of  these  surrenders  in  here, 
neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate  would  have  any  authority 
to  veto  at  all  (June  16,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record  7838). 

Mr.  Holifield : 

I  say  that  the  House  has  weakend  the  bill  by  agreeing  to  a 
constitutional  majority.  That  is  what  we  have  been  fight¬ 
ing  over,  effective  power  for  the  President  to  reorganize 
(June  16,  1949,  95  Congressional  Record  7838). 

1953  EXTENSION  OF  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  Dawson  (with  reference  to  a  one-House  versus  a  two-House 
veto) : 

It  would  give  the  President  great  opportunity  to  put  his 
plans  into  effect,  and  I  think  if  one  House  sustains  the  plan 
it  should  become  law  (Jan.  27,  1953,  Hearings  before  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  on  H.R.  1979,  p.  4). 

Mr.  Holifield: 

Personally  I  will  support  this  bill  as  written  and  would 
like  to  strengthen  it  to  the  point  where  it  would  take  two 
Houses  to  stop  a  reorganization  plan  sent  down  (Jan.  27, 
1953,  Hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  House  of  Representatives,  83d  Cong.,  1st 
sess.,  on  H.R.  1979,  p.  8). 
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Mr.  McCormack: 

That  was  a  matter  we  haggled  about  for  a  month  or  6 
weeks.  Finally  we  came  out  of  it  with  a  constitutional 
majority. 

Speaking  for  myself,  I  know  I  would  much  rather  have  it 
stronger,  as  to  the  ability  of  a  President  to  carry  out  his 
reorganization  plans.  I  agreed  reluctantly  because  of  the 
practical  conditions  which  existed  (Jan.  27,  1953,  Hearings 
before  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House 
of  Representatives,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  on  H.R.  1979,  pp. 
11,  12). 

*  *  *  *  * 

I  think  that  the  record  of  the  Democratic  Party  on  re¬ 
organization  bills  speaks  for  itself.  We  are  not  changing 
our  position  at  all.  We  are  consistent  *  *  *  (Jan.  27,  1953, 
Hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
House  of  Representatives,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  on  H.R. 
1979,  p.  14). 

Mr.  McCormack  and  Mr.  Brown: 

Mr.  McCormack.  Mr.  Brown,  as  I  understand  your  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  question  of  rejection,  you  favor  a  simple 
majority? 

Mr.  Brown.  No;  I  do  not  necessarily  favor  it.  I  have 
always  argued  that  that  was  all  that  was  necessary,  but  I 
have  said  that  if  the  Senate  adopted  such  a  bill  I  would 
accept  that  provision,  because  I  think  it  is  a  moot  question 
which  makes  very  little  difference  in  this  administration 
(Jan'.  27,  1953,  Hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  House  of  Representatives,  83d  Cong.,  1st 
sess.,  on  H.R.  1979,  p.  23). 

Mr.  Meader: 

There  were  181  rollcalls  in  the  82d  Congress.  The  highest 
number  of  Members  ever  present  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  those  rollcalls  was  426.  The  lowest  number 
present  was  233.  The  average  was  about  357. 

There  were  only  20  rollcaiis  on  which  more  than  400  were 
present.  There  were  almost  20  rollcalls  on  which  less  than 
300  Members  were  present.  If  a  reorganization  plan  came 
up  when  there  were  only  233  Members  present  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  although  all  of  the  Members  opposed 
the  plan  except  16  of  them,  the  plan  would  still  go  into  effect, 
which  is  an  almost  unanimous  requirement.  As  a  practical 
matter  of  constitutional  majority  is  far  more  than  half  of 
those  who  are  generally  present. 

This  question  was  before  the  House  on  March  13,  1951,  in 
connection  with  the  Emergency  Reorganization  Act,  and 
the  question  of  a  constitutional  majority  was  there  voted 
upon  and  the  House  voted  at  that  time  in  favor  of  the  simple 
majority  by  a  vote  of  158  to  61  (Jan.  27,  1953,  Hearings 
before  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of 
Representatives,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  on  H.R.  1979,  p.  26). 
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Minority  report  (Democratic) — -William  L.  Dawson,  Chet  Holifield, 
Prank  M.  Karsten,  John  W.  McCormack,  Sidney  A.  Fine,  Bill  Lantaff , 
Earl  Chudoff,  Frank  Ikard,  Jack  B.  Brooks,  Lester  Holtzman,  Robert 
L.  Condon,  Thomas  J.  Dodd,  Robert  H.  Mollohan,  L.  H.  Fountain: 

*  *  *  we,  the  undersigned,  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operation,  feel  strongly  that  the  amendment 
providing  a  simple  majority  veto  is  weakening  and  danger¬ 
ous.  It  may  well  result,  for  all  practical  purposes,  in  the 
defeat  of  most  of  the  future  reorganization  plans  (Minority 
Report,  H.  Rept.  6,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Jan.  30,  1953,  to 
accompany  H.R.  1979,  “Amending  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949  so  That  Such  Act  Will  Apply  to  Reorganization 
Plans  Transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  Any  Time  Before 
April  1,  1955,”  p.  11). 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio: 

At  the  time  we  had  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  before 
this  body  we  voted,  by  not  a  too  heavy  majority,  to  require 
that  both  bodies  of  the  Congress  reject  the  reorganization 
plan  or  plans  by  a  majority  vote  of  both  bodies.  The  bill 
was  sent  to  the  other  body  and  there  they  wrote  into  the  bill 
the  simple  majority  provision  or  that  the  reorganization 
plan  could  be  rejected  by  a  simple  majority  of  a  single  House. 

The  measure  then  went  to  conference  and  was  in  conference 
from  4  to  6  weeks.  There  was  considerable  discussion  of 
the  constitutional  question  as  to  whether  or  not  Congress 
could  give  to  the  President  greater  legislative  power  than 
the}r  themselves  had.  Finally,  as  a  matter  of  compromise, 
the  1949  Reorganization  Act,  as  we  now  know  it,  was 
accepted  by  both  Houses,  following  the  submission  of  the 
conference  report  that  a  reorganization  plan  can  be  rejected 
by  a  constitutional  majority  of  either  House. 

As  I  submitted  and  introduced  this  bill,  H.R.  1979,  and  as 
it  was  referred  to  the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  it  carried  a  very,  very  simple  amendment  to  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  which  simply  changed  the 
expiration  date  from  April  1,  1953,  to  April  1,  1955. 

*  *  *  *  * 

Later  advice  was  brought  to  me  and  to  some  of  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  that  the  other  body — which  had 
been  so  insistent,  when  the  original  1949  act  was  before  us, 
that  a  reorganization  plan  could  be  vetoed  by  a  simple 
majority  of  either  House — that  the  other  body  was  ready  to 
report  a  bill  which  contained  a  provision  so  as  to  require 
only  a  simple  majority  to  reject  a  reorganization  plan,  rather 
than  a  constitutional  majority  as  now  provided  in  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1949. 

Then  a  discussion  was  held  as  to  whether  or  not,  in  order  to 
avoid  any  long-drawn-out  conflict  between  the  two  Houses, 
the  House  committee  should  accept  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  which  I  had  introduced  so  as  to  make  it  carry  the  same 
Avoiding  as  the  bills  before  the  Senate. 
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That  amendment  was  prepared,  and  it  was  not  prepared  on 
Capitol  Hill.  It  was  later  submitted  to  the  chairman  of  the 
House  committee,  who  had  at  previous  times  expressed  his 
belief  that  a  simple  majority  of  one  House  was  all  that 
should  be  required  to  veto  or  reject  a  Presidential  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  The  amendment  was  introduced  by  him  in  very 
good  faith,  with  the  understanding  that  the  simple  majority 
arrangement  was  entirely  satisfactory  to  those  representing 
the  President  in  reorganization  matters.  The  amendment 
was  adopted  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record 
759). 

*  *  *  *  * 

My  position  *  *  *  was  to  give  the  President  the  exact 
power  contained  in  the  1949  act.  Then,  in  view  of  the 
situation  which  developed  in  the  other  body,  which  indicated 
this  bill  might  be  sent  to  conference  and  develop  into  the 
same  situation  which  endangered  the  1949  act  under  the 
gentleman’s  able  leadership,  where  it  was  tied  up  for  6  weeks 
between  the  two  Houses,  I  agreed  to  accept  the  Senate 
amendment.  I  also  took  this  position  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  I  was  given  to  understand  the  amendment  was  entirely 
satisfactory  to  the  President,  as  was  later  made  clear  by  the 
statement  issued  by  the  official  press  secretary  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  760). 

***** 

Mr.  McCormack  and  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio : 

Mr.  McCormack.  I  am  anxious  to  know  what  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position  is  today. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  I  have  said  I  was  perfectly  willing  to 
give  the  President  the  powers  contained  in  the  bill  as  I 
introduced  it,  even  though  he  did  not  request  them. 

Mr.  McCormack.  In  other  words,  you  are  going  to  vote 
against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Certainly,  since  there  has  been  an 
understanding  reached  with  the  other  body  eliminating  the 
need  for  such  an  amendment,  and  I  hope  you  will  also  (Feb. 
3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  760). 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia : 

That  limitation  provided  that  any  reorganization  plan 
proposed  by  the  President  could  be  defeated  by  a  simple 
vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Members  who  might  be  sitting  on 
the  floor  at  the  time  the  bill  came  up,  rather  than  a  con¬ 
stitutional  majority  *  *  *. 

If  you  believe  in  giving  the  President  more  extended  power, 
if  you  believe  in  giving  him  the  same  power  the  Democrats 
gave  a  Democratic  President,  then  you  will  vote  with  us  to 
defeat  that  amendment  so  that  the  law  may  be  continued 
just  as  the  original  bill  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  provided,  namely,  merely  changing  the  date  of  expira¬ 
tion  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  760-761). 
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Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  and  Mr.  McCormack: 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  If  I  understood  the  gentleman’s  posi¬ 
tion  correctly,  both  in  committee  recently  and  in  1949  when 
we  had  the  original  1949  Reorganization  Act  before  us,  it  was 
his  position  that  there  should  be  given  to  the  President  the 
power  to  put  into  effect  a  reorganization  plan  unless  a  con¬ 
stitutional  majority  of  both  Houses  rejected  it.  Was  that 
the  position  of  the  gentleman? 

Mr.  McCormack.  No;  that  was  not  my  position. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Was  that  not  the  gentleman’s  posi¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  McCormack.  No.  My  position  was  that  unless 
there  was  a  concurrent  resolution  introduced,  which  meant 
that  both  bodies  had  to  reject  it  by  a  simple  majority. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Then  the  gentleman  stood  for  rejec¬ 
tion  by  both  bodies? 

Mr.  McCormack.  Yes. 

***** 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  That  was  the  gentleman’s  position. 

The  gentleman  served  on  the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  McCormack.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  And  the  gentleman  brought  in,  did 
he  not - 

Mr.  McCormack.  A  constitutional  majority,  exactly;  re¬ 
luctantly  so,  yes;  reluctantly  so. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  I  understand. 

Mr.  McCormack.  I  wanted  the  two-body  rejection.  Yes, 
I  reluctantly  agreed  to  it  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional 
Record  761). 

Mr.  McCormack: 

Without  regard  to  party,  I  think  it  is  for  the  best  interest 
of  the  country  to  give  to  President  Eisenhower  the  authority 
contained  in  the  present  law.  I  would  go  further,  I  will  be 
frank,  I  would  go  for  a  two-House  veto;  I  believe  in  it,  but 
that  question  is  not  before  the  House  today  (Feb.  3,  1953, 
99  Congressional  Record  762). 

Mr.  Halleck: 

In  order  that  my  position  may  be  made  perfectly  clear,  I 
am  going  to  support  this  bill,  I  am  going  to  vote  against  the 
amendment,  if  it  is  offered,  and  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the 
bill  on  passage.  I  think  that  is  the  attitude  that  most  of  us 
are  going  to  take. 

jfc  5jC  %  Jfc 

We  all  realize  that  earlier  when  this  matter  was  before  the 
other  body  there  was  insistence  on  the  simple  majority.  It 
has  been  pointed  out  by  my  friend  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown] 
that  the  matter  was  long  in  conference.  It  became  some¬ 
thing  of  a  crisis  before  the  matter  was  brought  out  of  con¬ 
ference.  So  I  can  understand  the  things  that  were  in  the 
minds  of  our  people  on  the  committee. 

*  *  *  * 
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But  since  that  time  it  is  now  evident  and  apparent  to  all 
of  us  that  whai  is  really  desired,  and  what  we  ought  to  give 
to  the  President  is  the  power  contained  in  the  bill  as  origi¬ 
nally  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown] 
(Feb.  3,  1953  99  Congressional  Record  763). 

***** 

I  do  not  know  how  much  difference  the  matter  of  the 
simple  majority  and  the  matter  of  the  constitutional  majority 
would  make  in  practice.  I  understand  that  in  this  body 
there  was  only  one  occasion  when  a  plan  would  have  been 
defeated  under  the  simple  majority  operation,  but  it  did 
carry  and  was  not  vetoed  here  because  of  the  requirement 
for  the  constitutional  majority.  Now,  certainly  if  the  expe¬ 
rience  in  the  other  body  were  the  same  as  that,  then  it  would 
be  tweedledee  and  tweedledum  as  to  which  plan  we  adopted 
(Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  764). 

Mr.  Holifield: 

Their  [the  Republicans]  unanimous  passage  of  the  Hoffman 
amendment  which  weakens  the  chance  of  reorganization 
plans  being  accepted  by  the  Congress,  is  consistent  with 
their  past  record  of  antagonism  to  reorganization  (Feb.  3, 
1953,  99  Congressional  Record  767). 

*  *  *  *  '  * 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan.  In  1945,  168  Republicans 
voted  for  this  same  amendment. 

Mr.  Holifield.  That  is  true.  The  Republicans  voted 
for  the  simple  majority  amendment,  and  that  proves  my 
point,  that  they  want  a  simple  majority  amendment  in  order 
to  be  able  to  defeat  reorganization  plans  because  we  all 
admit  under  the  simple  majority  plan,  it  is  easier  to  defeat  a 
plan  than  under  the  constitutional  majority  system  (Feb.  3, 
1953,  99  Congressional  Record  767). 

Mr.  Meader  and  Mr.  Holifield: 

Mr.  Meader.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  will  also  recall 
that  2  years  ago  when  the  Emergency  Reorganization  Act 
was  before  us,  the  simple  majority  was  adopted  by  this  House 
under  Democratic  control  by  a  vote  of  158  to  61. 

Mr.  Holifield.  I  remember  it  very  well.  I  remember 
that  the  gentleman  who  addressed  me  presented  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  he  specifically  stated  that  it  applied  only  to 
emergency  reorganization  plans  and  did  not  apply  to  perma¬ 
nent  reorganization  plans,  and  to  follow  up  the  gentleman’s 
comment,  I  will  point  out  that  after  his  amendment  was 
adopted,  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House,  the  bill  was 
defeated  later  in  the  House  because  of  that  amendment 
(Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  767). 

Mr.  Judd: 

I  do  not  think  any  plan  ought  to  go  into  effect  if  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  either  House  of  the  Congress  disapproves.  Nothing 
else  becomes  law  unless  it  is  approved  by  both  branches  of 
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the  Congress.  Why  should  a  reorganization  plan?  (Feb.  3, 
1953,  99  Congressional  Record  768). 

Mr.  Holifield : 

If  President  Eisenhower  really  wants  the  power  to  reor¬ 
ganize,  as  his  representative  Mr.  Dodge  requested,  and  as 
contained  in  his  speech  yesterday,  I  am  anxious  to  give  it  to 
him.  But  if  President  Eisenhower  does  not  realize  the  im¬ 
portant  difference  between  a  simple  majority  and  a  consti¬ 
tutional  majority  approving  reorganization  plans,  and  is 
willing,  as  Mr.  Hagerty’s  statements  seem  to  indicate,  to 
accept  the  simple  majority  provision  which  spells  disaster  for 
reorganization,  then  I  must  consider  carefully  how  I  shall 
vote  on  this  matter  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record 
768). 

Mrs.  Church: 

*  *  *  there  has  been  no  time  during  my  experience  on  the 
committee  or  as  a  Member  of  the  House  that  I  have  not 
taken  the  following  viewpoint:  First,  that  reorganization  is 
desperately  necessary;  and,  second,  that  if  we  give  the 
Executive  the  power  to  reorganize  it  is  neither  wise  nor 
necessary  to  curb  that  power.  May  I  say  incidentally 
that  I  think  any  question  of  constitutionality  lies  in  whether 
the  Congress  has  a  right  to  bestow  the  power  rather  than  in 
the  amount  that  we  bestow.  I  personally  favor  the  exten¬ 
sion;  and  am  against  the  committee  amendment  requiring 
a  simple  majority  rather  than  a  constitutional  majority  for 
veto  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  768). 

Mr.  Meader: 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  intend  to  vote  to  extend  for  2  years  the 
President’s  power  to  present  reorganization  plans.  I  also 
intend  to  vote  for  the  committee  amendment  which  will  per¬ 
mit  either  House  of  the  Congress  to  reject  such  plans  by  a 
majority  of  those  present  voting,  which  is  the  usual  method  of 
taking  legislative  action  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional 
Record  771). 

Even  the  Democratic  82d  Congress  went  on  record  clearly 
and  officially  as  being  overwhelmingly  opposed  to  the  princi¬ 
ple  of  the  constitutional  majority  for  rejecting  reorganization 
plans. 

March  13,  1951,  this  House  had  before  it  the  emergency  re¬ 
organization  bill  of  1951.  That  was  the  quickie  reorganiza¬ 
tion  bill.  That  day  I  proposed  an  amendment,  the  purpose 
of  which  was  to  provide  that  emergency  reorganization  plans 
could  be  rejected  by  either  House  by  a  simple  majority 
rather  than  a  constitutional  majority.  The  amendment  was 
debated  heatedly  and  extensively.  On  a  teller  vote,  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  adopted  the  simple  majority  rule 
by  158  to  61,  a  vote  of  better  than  2){  to  1 — Congressional 
Record,  volume  97,  part  2,  pages  2329-2334  (Feb.  3,  1953, 
99  Congressional  Record  772). 

***** 
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Half  of  the  authorized  membership  sounds  relatively  in¬ 
nocuous.  It  does  not  seem  to  approach  in  difficulty  the 
two-thirds  of  those  present  and  voting  necessary  to  over¬ 
ride  a  Presidential  veto  of  legislation. 

A  brief  review  of  the  rollcall  votes  of  the  last  Congress, 
however,  will  quickly  convince  the  dispassionate  observer 
that  the  requirement  of  a  constitutional  majority  is  a 
formidable  obstacle  to  the  expression  of  congressional  will 
(Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  773). 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri: 

I  am  opposed  to  the  bill,  basically;  whether  it  is  amended 
or  not  amended  makes  no  difference.  It  is  unconstitutional. 
The  Constitution  prescribes  that  the  Congress  shall  legislate 
and  that  the  President  may  veto;  not  that  the  executive 
branch  of  government  shall  legislate  and  the  legislative 
branch  veto.  These  basic  powers  cannot  be  granted  away 
except  if  the  people  of  this  country,  in  their  wisdom  and  in 
accordance  with  the  methods  prescribed  by  the  Constitution 
for  amendment,  decided  to  do  so  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  774). 

The  issue  is  simple.  Either  this  act  is  constitutional  or 
it  is  not.  Those  who  believe  it  is  unconstitutional,  as  I  do, 
must  vote  against  it  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record 
775). 

Mr.  Fountain: 

After  we  pass  this  legislation  by  a  simple  majority,  I  see  no 
reason  why  we  should  not  require  a  constitutional  majority  of 
either  House  to  reject  or  disapprove  any  reorganization  plans 
submitted.  After  the  President  has  done  his  job  in  preparing 
plans,  pursuant  to  authority  given  him  by  what  legally  could 
be  a  simple  majority  of  both  Houses,  I  doubt  the  wisdom  of 
permitting  ourselves  later  on  to  destroy  all  of  his  labors  by 
that  same  majority  in  either  House.  The  reasons  are  obvious 
(Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional  Record  775-776). 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan : 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  under  no  illusions  about  what  will 
happen  to  this  committee  amendment,  which,  by  the  way, 
was  offered  by  me  after  I  was  assured  that  it  met  with  the 
approval  of  the  administration. 

But,  to  be  frank,  let  me  say  that  regardless  of  what  the 
administration  wanted  I  would  have  offered  the  same 
amendment.  It  is  in  the  bill  that  was  reported  out  without 
objection  in  the  other  body  previous  to  the  time  our  com¬ 
mittee  meeting  was  held.  That  amendment  but  expresses 
the  opinion  which  I  have  held  ever  since  I  came  here  in  1935. 
*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

One  serious  constitutional  objection  is  met  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  The  unamended  act  requires  that  a 
majority  of  the  authorized  membership  of  each  House 
is  necessary  to  reject  a  reorganization  plan.  The  amend- 
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ment  would  restore  the  historic  constitutional  test  for 
effective  action  of  the  Houses  of  Congress. 

Those  who  feel  that  218  affirmative  votes — a  majority  of 
the  authorized  membership — should  be  necessary  for  effective 
legislative  action  in  the  House,  or  49  affirmative  votes  in  the 
Senate,  should  address  themselves  to  a  constitutional 
amendment. 

To  call  such  a  requirement  a  “constitutional  majority”  is 
a  farce.  It  is  an  innovation  of  the  New  Deal,  repugnant  to 
and  designed  to  frustrate  the  Constitution. 

No  such  test  for  legislative  action  is  recognized  by  the 
Constitution.  None  can  be  imposed  by  legislation  short  of 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

******* 

Now  why  do  I  oppose  this  reorganization  bill  with  or 
without  the  amendment,  if  you  please?  Because  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  Congress  should  delegate  its  legislative  power  to  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  777). 

Mr.  Judd: 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  which  is  being  offered 
now  is  the  very  same  amendment  I  offered  in  October  1945. 
It  came  within  14  votes  of  being  adopted.  I  offered  it  again 
in  1949  and  it  almost  carried.  Practically  all  the  Repub¬ 
licans  voted  for  it  and  a  good  many  Democrats  voted  for  it. 
It  is  the  same  amendment.  If  I  believed  it  was  sound 
principle  when  we  were  in  the  minority,  it  is  still  sound 
principle  when  we  are  in  the  majority  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99 
Congressional  Record  782). 

Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin: 

It  seems  to  me  no  resolution  to  reorganize  that  is  sent  up 
that  cannot  muster  the  approval  of  a  simple  majority  has 
any  right  to  become  law  (Feb.  3,  1953,  99  Congressional 
Record  783). 

1955  EXTENSION  OF  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  Patman: 

There  is  one  part  about  this  which  disturbs  me.  It  looks 
as  if  it  is  in  the  direction  of  minority  rule.  If  you  by  law 
establish  a  policy  here  that  requires  a  constitutional  majority, 
that  means  that  much  fewer  than  the  full  membership  are 
here  on  the  average  vote,  and  that,  therefore,  means  that 
the  minority  can  veto  the  will  of  the  majority.  That  point 
is  something  which  does  not  seem  just  right  to  me  (Jan.  26, 
1955,  101  Congressional  Record  771). 

Mr.  Bolling: 

I  recognize  the  force  of  the  gentleman’s  argument  with 
regard  to  a  constitutional  majority,  but  I  think  it  represents 
a  relatively  small  infringement  on  our  rights  and  powers,  and 
the  procedure  has  in  the  past  worked  effectively  (Jan.  26, 
1955,  101  Congressional  Record  771). 
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Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio: 

Originally,  as  some  of  you  may  recall,  I  had  rather  strong 
and  fixed  convictions  that  it  should  require  only  a  bare 
majority  of  a  quorum  to  reject  one  of  these  plans;  but  inas¬ 
much  as  the  precedent  has  been  established,  inasmuch  as  the 
Congress  has  passed  on  this  issue  before,  and  we  have  operated 
under  the  system  so  long,  I  expect  to  support  the  present  plan 
and  the  present  arrangement  whereby  a  constitutional 
majority  would  be  required  to  reject  a  plan  (Jan.  26,  1955, 
101  Congressional  Record  777). 

Mr.  McCormack  and  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio : 

Mr.  McCormack.  *  *  *  Might  I  also  say  on  the  veto 
power  that  at  one  time  there  was  a  two-body  veto  required, 
you  may  remember. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCormack.  While  it  was  a  simple  majority,  never¬ 
theless  it  required  the  veto  of  two  bodies.  The  gentleman 
will  remember  the  year  the  constitutional  majority  was  put 
into  the  law  that  we  passed  a  two-body  veto. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  I  recall  that;  very  much  over  my 
objections. 

Mr.  McCormack.  When  it  went  to  the  Senate  it  had  a  one- 
bodv  veto.  Out  of  the  conference  there  came  the  constitu¬ 
tional  majority.  The  reason  for  that  was  that  it  was  appre¬ 
ciated,  based  on  experience,  that  a  one-body  simple  majority 
might  defeat,  with  comparative  ease,  reorganization  plans 
that  were  submitted.  It  was  felt  that  on  a  reorganization 
plan  there  ought  to  be  some  reasonable  assurances  that  a 
clear  case  had  to  be  made  before  that  reorganization  plan 
was  vetoed.  That  is  the  reason  for  the  constitutional  major¬ 
ity  provision. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  will  recall  that  in  the  debate 
and  the  discussion  at  the  time  to  which  he  alludes,  it  was 
pointed  out  that  for  the  President  to  overrule  or  veto  an 
action  of  the  House  there  was  required  a  two-thirds  vote. 
It  was  determined  finally  in  the  consultations  which  took 
place  when  the  bill  was  in  conference,  that  it  would  be  only 
fair  to  give  to  the  President,  the  Chief  Executive,  somewhat 
the  same  break  that  we  expected  from  him  on  measures  that 
we  enacted.  In  other  words,  we  felt  that  a  constitutional  ma¬ 
jority  to  overrule  a  Presidential  action  in  the  reorganization 
of  his  own  department  was  not  too  far  out  of  line  and  was 
rather  a  fair  procedure. 

Mr.  McCormack.  Yes;  the  gentleman  was  a  member  of 
that  conference,  too,  as  I  remember,  as  I  was  several  years 
ago,  out  of  which  the  constitutional  majority  provision  came. 
But  there  is  a  history  that  justified  it  and  justifies  its  continu¬ 
ance  (Jan.  26,  1955,  101  Congressional  Record  778). 

Mr.  Meader: 

The  gentleman  must  remember  that  once  a  reorganization 
plan  is  sent  up  it  requires  a  constitutional  majority  vote  to 
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stop  it.  The  President  has  the  advantage;  he  can  veto  a  bill 
repealing  the  reorganization  plan  and  it  would  take  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  both  Houses  to  pass  the  bill  over  his  objection 
(Jan.  26,  1955,  101  Congressional  Record  788). 

***** 

(After  offering  an  amendment  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that 
reorganization  plans  must  be  approved  by  a  constitutional  majority:) 

*  *  *  unfier  the  present  law,  it  takes  218  votes  in  the  House 
against  a  reorganization  plan  to  defeat  it.  You  will  appreci¬ 
ate  what  that  signifies,  from  the  results  of  a  study  I  made  of 
the  rollcalls  in  the  82d  Congress.  There  were  18i  rollcalls  in 
that  Congress.  The  highest  number  of  Members  ever  pres¬ 
ent  in  the  82d  Congress  was  426.  The  lowest  number  was 
233.  The  average  was  about  357.  There  were  only  20  of 
those  181  rollcalls  on  which  more  than  400  Members  were 
present  on  the  floor.  There  were  almost  20  on  which  less 
than  300  Members  were  present.  Suppose  a  reorganization 
plan  came  up  for  consideration  when  there  were  only  233 
Members  on  the  floor — and  there  was  such  a  rollcall  in  the 
82d  Congress — it  would  mean  then  that,  only  16  Members  of 
the  House  could  defeat  the  will  of  217  Members. 

In  other  words,  I  am  trying  to  emphasize  that  this  seem¬ 
ingly  innocent  constitutional  majority  provision  approaches 
the  degree  of  voting  required  to  override  a  Presidential  veto, 
with  357  Members  present,  the  average  attendance  on  roll- 
calls  in  the  82d  Congress.  You  can  see  it  would  be  very 
difficult  to  get  218  of  them  to  oppose  anything  recommended 
by  a  President.  In  other  words,  I  say  that  under  the  present 
phraseology,  the  right  of  either  House  of  the  Congress  to 
reject  a  reorganization  plan  is  an  illusory  right  (Jan.  26,  1955, 

101  Congressional  Record  791). 

1957  EXTENSION  OF  REORGANIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  Brooks  of  Texas : 

I  believe  it  is  interesting  to  note  the  difference  in  votes 
required  of  the  Congress  in  the  two  different  situations. 
Under  the  constitutional  provisions,  a  Presidential  veto  is 
overridden  by  two-thirds  of  the  Members  present  constitut¬ 
ing  a  quorum  (majority)  and  a  quorum  is  presumed  to  be 
present,  under  our  rules  of  procedure,  unless  questioned. 

On  the  other  hand,  much  more  is  required  of  Congress 
in  order  to  reject  a  reorganization  plan.  The  law  provides 
that  rejections  require  a  majority  expression  by  the  author¬ 
ized  membership  of  either  House  of  Congress. 

For  example,  to  override  a  Presidential  veto  would  require 
two-thirds  of  a  majority,  or  a  minimum  of  33  percent  of  the 
Members  of  either  House.  Approximately  435  Members  of 
the  House;  218  constitute  a  majority  or  quorum.  Two- 
thirds  of  a  quorum  would  be  146  votes  required  to  override 
a  Presidential  veto.  Under  the  reorganization  authority  at 
least  a  majority  membership  of  either  House,  or  51  percent, 
is  required  to  reject  a  reorganization  plan.  Approximately 
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435  Members  of  the  House;  218  a  majority  of  the  “authorized 
membership”;  218  votes  required  to  reject  a  reorganization 
plan.  Thus  72  more  votes  are  required  to  reject  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  than  are  required  to  override  a  Presidential  veto. 

As  men  experienced  in  the  everyday  facts  of  legislative 
procedure,  we  all  realize  the  extreme  difficulty  of  meeting 
such  cumbersome  requirements  in  a  legislative  matter, 
usually  of  great  complexity  and  detail.  This  provision  is 
truly  an  effective  and,  I  say,  improper  shackle  upon  con¬ 
gressional  action  in  the  case  of  reorganization  plans. 

*  *  *  *  * 

First,  Congress  should  reserve  for  itself  the  power  to  amend 
and/or  reject  any  reorganization  plan  by  the  more  realistic 
vehicle  of  a  majority  of  those  present  and  voting. 

***** 

A  half  a  loaf  is  better  than  none.  I  am  convinced  that  to 
have  this  so-called  reorganization  authority  extant  is  an 
improper  derogation  of  the  constitutional  powers  of  the 
Congress.  If  it  is  to  be  the  law,  however,  I  feel  I  would  be 
derelict  in  my  sworn  duties  if  I  did  not  make  an  effort  to 
include  the  reasonable  provisions  I  have  stated  above  so  that 
the  constitutional  picture  of  legislative  procedure  would  not 
be  as  distorted  as  the  bill  before  you  would  make  it  (Hearings, 
May  28,  1957,  on  H.R.  6711,  “Extending  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,”  pp.  23,  25). 

Mr.  Meader: 

I  favor  the  provision  adopted  by  the  committee  changing 
existing  law  so  as  to  require  only  a  sun  pie  majority  of  either 
House  to  disapprove  a  proposed  reorganization  plan.  It  is 
very  difficult  to  secure  a  majority  of  the  authorized  member¬ 
ship  of  either  the  House  or  the  Senate  to  disapprove  programs 
urged  by  a  popular  President.  It  should  be  noted  that  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  of  1951  to  abolish  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  and  vest 
the  authority  in  an  administrator  whose  term  was  unlimited 
would  have  been  defeated  in  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
a  vote  of  200  to  198  if  the  House  coidd  have  acted  as  it  does 
in  most  legislative  matters  by  a  simple  majority  vote — a 
quorum  being  present.  However,  it  took  effect  because  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  plan  could  not  muster  the  218  votes  required 
by  the  constitutional  majority  provision  to  reject  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  (June  27,  1957,  Minority  Views,  H.  Rept.  657, 
85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  H.R.  8364,  p.  15). 

Mr.  Halleck: 

However,  it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  pattern  that  was 
established  heretofore  for  other  people  who  have  been  in  the 
office  of  the  Chief  Executive  of  the  United  States,  which  re¬ 
quired  the  constitutional  majority  before  the  plan  could  be 
turned  down,  should  continue  to  be  the  rule  and  the  law  in 
respect  to  this  legislation. 

I  cannot  for  the  life  of  me  see  any  reason  why  it  should  be 
changed  at  this  juncture,  and  I  would  hope  that  when  the 
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matter  is  up  for  consideration  in  the  committee  an  amend¬ 
ment  may  prevail  that  would  turn  the  procedure  back  to 
what  it  was  in  the  law  heretofore  (July  10,  1957,  103  Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  11250). 

***** 

Again,  I  say  my  one  suggestion  is  that  the  arrangement  we 
have  had  for  legislative  disapproval  ought  to  be  continued  the 
way  it  has  existed  up  to  this  time.  I  cannot  for  the  life  of 
me  see  any  reason  to  change  it  at  this  time  (July  10,  1957, 
103  Congressional  Record,  11251). 

Mr.  Fascell: 

There  was  some  opposition  with  respect  to  extending  this 
act  at  all  and  the  fact  that  Congress  would  not  be  able  to 
work  its  will  on  these  matters.  As  a  result  of  that  type  of  dis¬ 
cussion  we  proposed  this  other  amendment  in  the  bill  which 
was  to  do  away  with  the  necessity  for  a  majority  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  membership  to  disapprove  any  Presidential  plan  and 
proposed  in  the  legislation  that  it  would  be  by  a  simple  ma¬ 
jority  of  either  the  House  or  the  Senate,  making  the  act  more 
flexible  and  making  it  easier  for  Congress  to  disapprove  a 
Presidential  proposal  (July  10,  1957,  103  Congressional 
Record,  11268). 

Mr.  McCormack: 

Personally,  I  favor  the  constituional  majority,  but  I  am 
supporting  the  bill  because  this  is  a  compromise  and  a  fair, 
reasonable  one  within  the  committee,  without  which  there 
might  have  been  difficulty  in  getting  any  bill  out  of  the 
committee.  When  I  make  an  agreement  in  committee  I  go 
through  with  the  agreement  that  I  make.  As  I  said,  I 
personally  favor  the  constitutional  majority;  in  fact,  I  think 
am  the  one  who  was  mainly  instrumental  in  putting  it  in  the 
law  and  having  it  enacted  into  law  several  years  ago. 
***** 

In  practical  operation  the  average  vote  on  rollcall  is  about 
400.  That  would  mean  there  would  have  to  be  201  to  reject 
any  reorganization  plan.  It  is  true  that  under  the  consti¬ 
tutional  majority  there  would  have  to  be  218,  and  I  admit 
on  occasions  the  necessity  of  getting  that  extra  vote  might 
be  important;  but,  generally  speaking,  if  you  can  get  201 
you  can  get  218.  Perhaps  in  rare  cases  you  may  not  be  able 
to  do  that  (July  10,  1957,  103  Congressional  Record  11268). 

Mr.  Hardy: 

I  joined  other  members  of  the  committee  in  voting  to 
report  this  legislation  out.  I  am  frank  to  say  that  I  would 
not  have  joined  them  if  we  had  not  had  section  2  in  the  bill. 
If  that  were  taken  out  I  would  vote  against  it  because  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  real  reason  for  a  continuation  of  it  in 
its  present  form. 

***** 


30  AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Certainly  if  we  give  him  the  right  to  continue  and  then 
deny  it  by  a  simple  majority,  that  is  all  anybody  ought  to 
want  to  give  away  of  our  own  responsibilities.  I  think  we 
ought  to  give  back  some  of  them.  That  is  what  I  am  trjdng 
to  do  (July  10,  1957,  103  Congressional  Record  11269). 

Mr.  Holifield: 

As  long  as  amendment  No.  2,  the  amendment  which 
provides  for  a  simple  majority  rather  than  a  constitutional 
majority  stays  in  the  bill,  I  am  willing  to  go  along  with  it, 
because  this  will  give  to  the  President  the  right  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  the  Congress  any  important  reorganization  plan 
he  wishes  to  make  but  at  the  same  time  it  will  in  effect  give 
back  to  the  Congress  the  regular  legislative  power,  the  power 
of  a  majority  vote  of  the  Congress  over  that  reorganization 
plan  which  the  President  may  propose. 

So,  I  am  supporting  the  committee  bill  with  this  provision 
in  it,  because  I  think  it  is  a  step  back  toward  giving  the 
Congress  the  power  that  they  should  have,  according  to  the 
responsibility  which  is  placed  upon  the  Congress. 

*  *  *  I  think  that  any  step  toward  giving  back  to  the 
Congress  the  authority  commensurate  with  the  responsibility 
which  the  people  expect  us  to  exercise  is  a  good  step.  There¬ 
fore  if  this  amendment  stays  in  the  bill,  I  will  support  it,  and 
if  the  amendment  is  stricken  from  the  bill,  I  will  vote  against, 
the  bill  (July  10,  1957,  103  Congressional  Record  11272). 

Mr.  Gross: 

I  am  intrigued  by  the  statements  made  this  afternoon 
by  those  who  say  that  this  procedure  in  the  past  was  bad 
but  with  this  simple  majority  provision  it  is  a  little  less 
worse.  That  is  what  it  amounts  to.  The  procedure  in  the 
past  was  bad,  no  good,  but  this  makes  it  a  little  more  pal¬ 
atable.  I  am  opposed  to  this  procedure  in  toto  and  have 
opposed  it  ever  since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  Congress. 
Unlike  the  gentleman  from  Indiana,  I  hope  the  bill  is  de¬ 
feated  (July  10,  1957,  103  Congressional  Record  11272). 
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H.  R.  5742 

[Report  No.  195] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  21, 1961 

Mr.  Fascell  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 

March  23, 1961 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act 

4  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3),  as  last  amended 

5  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611) ,  is  hereby 

6  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and  insert- 

7  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  56 


-  3  - 

PEACE  CORPS.  Sen.  Long,  Hawaii ,  inserted  a  Hawaii  Legislature  resolution  sup* 
porting  the  establishment  of  a  Peace  Corps,  p.  4557 

12.  Gk^IN  SHIPMENTS;  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  criticized  "a  st  icKing 
situation  wherein  the  U,  S.  Government  in  its  shipments  of  grain  undei  the 
foreign  aid  program  was  being  grossly  overcharged  by  two  shipping  c< 

Bloomfield  Steamship  Co.  and  the  Lykes  Bros.  Steamship  Co.,  Inc.  T&  shipping 
charge s\*ere  financed  by  the  ICA."  pp.  4605-7 


13.  NOMINATION.X  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  Ralphael  M.  Paiewonsky 
of  the  Virgin  Islands,  pp.  4605,  4607-12 


14.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  the 
probably  be  considered  Apr.  12  or  13th.  pp.  4537-8 


15. 


HOUSE 


be  Governor 


mm  wage  bill  will 


DEPRESSED  AREAS.  The  Rubles  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  S.  1,  to  establish  anVffective  program  to  alleviate  conditions  of  sub¬ 
stantial  and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in  certain  economical¬ 
ly  distressed  areas,  pp.  4642 


16.  REORGANIZATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  S.  153,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Reorganisation  Act  of  1949  so  that  it  will 
apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before 
June  1,  1963.  p.  4642 


17.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Green  inserted  a  letter  from  Norman  0.  Nilsen,  Ore.  Commis¬ 

sioner  of  Labor,  to  the  H.  Agriculture  Committee  favoring  higher  wages  for 
migratory  labor  and  discontinuation  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  at  some 
fixed  date  in  the  future,  p.  4639 

/  \ 

18.  RADIATION  CONTROL.  Rep.  Ashley  urged  stricter  control  over  the  hazards  of 

ionizing  radiation,  pp.  4631-2 


)*  FOREIGN  AID,  Rep.  Pelly  expressed  opposition  to  "the  proposal  of  President 
Kennedy  for  a  5-year  $7.3  billion  new  foreign  aid  pr 

of  us  who  constitute  a  nonpartisan  anti -back- door  spen>  g  group  will  vigorous 
ly  fight  any  bill  that  authorizes  financing  of  a  progre  by  public  debt  trans¬ 
action."  pp.  4633^-4 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

20.  TEXTILES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Jordan  inserting  Sen.  Pj  are's  address 

concerning/the  plight  of  the  textile  industry  and  the  effect  o:  Hports  on  that 

industry/  p£.  A2115-6 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Davis,  Ga. ,  inserting  a  Ga.  General  Assembly 
resolution  requesting  Congress  to  make  a  study  regarding  tariff  rates  tof  cer- 
tairv/imported  goods,  p.  A2157 

DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Mathias  discussing  various 
)ressed  areas,  with  special  reference  to  Hagerstown,  Md. ,  and  inserting  an 
article  describing  how  that  town  is  taking  the  matter  in  its  own  hands  by 
bringing  new  industries  to  the  area.  pp.  A2127-8 


•  4  • 


SOYBEANS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Schvjengel  inserting  a  letter  and  tele-, 
gram  sent  to  the  Secretary  by  Dale  W.  McMilien,  Jr.,  president  of  Central 
oya.  Fort  Wayne,  Ind. ,  protesting  the  "unrealistic  price  support  for  soybeans.” 
pV  A2129 


23.  MIN 
the 


WAGE.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Gilbert  during  debate  on  H. 
imum  wage  bill.  p.  A2140 

sion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Derounian  inserting  an  article,  "Tb6  House 
Passes  Abetter  Wage  Bill."  p.  A2157 


3935, 


24.  NATIONAL  PARRS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dingell  inserting/an  article, 

"A  National  Policy  for  the  Establishment  and  Protection  of  National  Parks  and 
Monuments."  pp.  A2142-3 


25.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  King  inserting  an  article  criticiz¬ 
ing  the  President' s\f arm  program,  p.  A2143 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Reifel  stating  that  expenditures  under  the 
food-for-peace  program \should  not  be  reflected  as  jpart  of  the  Department  of 


Agriculture  budget  and  thus  be  charged  to  the  fai 


and  inserting  an 


article,  "New  Look  At  Surpluses."  pp.  A2146-7 


d 


26.  MILK  SANITATION.  Extension  ofv remarks  of  Rep./Johnson,  Wis. ,  incerting  several 
Land  O'Lakes  Creameries  resolutions  including  the  taxation  of  cooperatives. 
price  support  program  for  milk,\mport  quo^s,  and  national  uniform  sanitary 
standards  for  milk.  pp.  A2144-5 


27.  PESTICIDE  CHEMICALS.  Extension  of  ret 
"Health  Hazards  from  Agricultural  Cl 


rks  of  Rep.  Dingell  inserting  an  article, 


licals,"  p.  A2146 


28.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Re} 
"Urgent  Need  for  Adequate  Civil/Defense." 


Boggs  inserting  an  article, 
A2152 


29,  WATER  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  ^Dingell  inserting  an  article, 
"The  Politics  of  Pollution^  and  stating  that  '^khis  is  a  well-thought-out 
commentary  on  why  Americas  must  begin  to  react  vigorously  to  clean  up  the 
soiled  and  foul  waters  q/i  our  land."  pp.  A2152-4 


a 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


30.  ROADS.  H.  R.  5960 /  by  Rep.  Riehlman,  relating  to  the  financing  of  the  Federal 
highway  programi/to  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  Remarks  of\uthor.  p.  4635 

H.  R.  5961, /by  Rep.  Riehlman,  to  amend  certain  laws  relating  to  Federal-aid 
highways,  to  snake  certain  adjustments  in  the  Federal-aid  highway  program;  to 
Public  Work?' Committee,  Remarks  of  author,  p.  4635 


31.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  H.  R.  5966,  by  Rep.  Zelenko,  to  amend  the  Fair  L^bor  Standards 
Act,  19^8,  as  amended,  to  provide  for  minimum  wages  for  certain  perhpns  em¬ 
ploye^  in  agriculture;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 


32.  NATJJRAL  RESOURCES.  S.  1445,  by  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  to  stimulate  the  Nati^o*  s 

^onomic  growth  through  accelerated  natural  resources  development;  to  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


3X  PERSONNEL.  S.  1446,  by  Sen.  Smith,  Me.  (by  request)  ,  to  provide  for  the  adjust^ 
ment  of  periods  of  military  leave  granted  to  Federal  officers  and  employees;  to 
Armed  Services  Committee. 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
1st  Session  J  (No.  202 


CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  153 


March  27,  1961. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Air.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  Res.  238] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  238,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommen¬ 
dation  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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House  Calendar  No.  30 

H.  RES.  238 

[Report  No.  202] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  27,1961 

Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Buies,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  ( S.  153)  to  further 

5  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so 

6  that  such  Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted 

7  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963,  and  all 

8  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After 

9  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con- 

10  tinue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 

11  trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 

12  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  the  bill  shall  be 


V 


2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 


read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  hill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previ¬ 
ous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


w 

<D 

CD 

►“* 

<T> 

Pi 


9 

CD 

H 

o 

d 

Ul  , 

^  ®  W 
*0  o 

a  o  w 

g.  £  to 

CD  fD  -1 

Pi  M 
P  CO 
^  05 

M 

p 

P 

Pi 

O 
H 
Pi 
CD 
*-* 


K 

► 


a 


S' 


w 


w 

o 


P  P- 
cd  M 

O  cl- 

o  o 
P  w 

g  2 

c o 


w  CTQ 
to 


90 

•5 


N 

9= 
<-+- 
t— <  • 

O 

3 

CD  ^ 
CT 

i 

CO 


CD 

Hs 

O 

4 

CD 

b 

P 

CD 


co 

JO 

?o 

CO 

to 

B 

CD 

P 

P 

CD 

P-1 

CO 

O 

ci¬ 

ty- 

to 

<71- 

co 

£ 

CD 

P 


H*  $ 
O  P"1 
05  _ 
CO 


O 

ct* 

'  • 

fc3 

to 


H» 

P 

i-J 

<71- 

P 

CD 

CD 

I 

S 

P< 

Ct- 

P 

CD 

w 

CD 

O 

►D 

OQ 

9= 

P 

I— '• 

tSJ 

p 

ct- 
<  • 

O 

P 

o 

ct- 


hj 

H 

O 

'  • 

&< 

|-i» 

P 

CK5 

H> 

O 

CD 

CD 

O 

P 

CO 

M" 

a. 

CD 

►D 

to 

C1- 

M* 

O 

P 

o 

CO 


C3C 

OS 

to 

p 


w 

(0 

0 

r 

c 

H 

0 

2 


ct- 

O 


00 

«  Q 
gO 
00  f 

2  5:1 
S  W 
«  H 
__  GO 
^  02 
PO 

CD 
*0 
o 

*D 

rf  v 

f  po  * 

g  tn  | 

ns  r/D 

‘-1  o 

•  &>_ 
CD 

B 

m  -  Q- 

GO  Si 

z 

o 

co 


to 


00 


x 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 


(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


March  29,  1961 
March  28,  1961 
87th-  lat,/wo. 


iffirJ)  CONGRESSIONAL 
ItMOf  PROCEEDINGS 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


^CONTENTS 

Appropriatioi^. . ..1,2 

Assistant  Secretary . 46 

Beef  cattle. ...  \. . 41 

Buildings . \  . ....  39 

Civil  works., . .\...,44 

Coconut  oil . ...\.  .33 

Committees. . . \.37 

Consumers . ^7 

Conservation. . 3( 

Depressed  areas. ...  3,23,44 

Electrification . .  15 

labor . 19 

.  vt\ n  program . 23 

Food  additives . 43 


Foreign  aid. ......  11,18,21  Minimum  wage . 26^47  Supplemental 


Forestry . . . 14  Nominations, 


appropriations . 1 


4-H  Clubs........ . .27  Patents. .y. .. .42  Surplus  commodities. ....  17 

Government  operations. ...  6  Peace  CorpX. . . . .  •/* . . . .  25  Surplus  property . 7 

Imports. . . 5,16,22,32  Personnel. .  /is. . .  /. ...  12,35  Taxation. . . 41 

Lamb  and  mutton . ...32  Reclamation. .  . .......  17  Textiles . ...5,16,22 


Lands . . . . 45 


Reorganization'. . 3  Water  pollution....... 

Legislative  program . 20  Research, .  ,y.  36  Water  resources... . 13 

Libraries . 24  River  basfjf. . .  ♦ , . ,  A. . , , .  33  Wheat  imports. . 40 

Milk  sanitation . 31  Sugar.. . A.9,20  Wilderness.... . .....34 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  sugar  bill,  'House  began  debate  on  depressed 
areas  bill.  Senate  confirmed  Cpt  Board  and  Bagwell  nominations.  House  passed 
^ 'easury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  il&PROPRlATION  BILL,  1961.  Conferees  wer\ appointed  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  5188/(p.  4715).  Senate  conferees  have  already  b^en  appointed. 

2.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1962.  Passed  without  amendment  this 

bill,  H.  R.  5954.  pp.  4721-33 

3.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Began  debate  on  S.  1,  the  depressed  areas  bill,  pK  4733-70 

4.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep,  William  H.  Avery,  Kan.,  was  elected  to  the\ommittee 

on  Rules,  p.  4744 

5.  TEXTILES.  Reps.  Hemphill,  Whitener  and  Lindsay  deplored  the  increasing  U.  SN.\ 
Imports  of  cotton  and  cotton  goods  in  relation  to  the  economy  in  the  South, 
pp.  4771-5 

».  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS.  Received  GAO  findings  and  recommendations  for  improving 
Government  operations,  p.  4781 


2 


SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Received  from  GSA  a  proposed  bill  ’’to  repeal  a  certain 
vision  of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1961  (74  Stat.  434'  \  re- 

s  Com¬ 


mittee8  Cp6  4781°Sal  °f  surplus  real  Pr°Perty";  to  Government  Operati 


8.  REORGANIZATION. 


The  committee  report  on  H.  R.  5742,  to  amend  and  extend  the  j 
Reorganization  Act,  includes  the  following  statement  regarding  the  submission 
of  reorganization  plans  by  the  Executive  branch: 


"Criticisms  have  been  made  and  the  committee  has  been  concerned  with 
the  tendency  of  the  Executive  to  draft  reorganization  plans  in  general 
terms  so  that  the  full  scope  of  the  reorganization  is  not  always  readily 
apparent  from  the  contents  of  the  plans  as  presented.  At  times,  the  plans 
seem  to  confer  on  Department  and  agency  heads  such  unrestricted  redelega¬ 
tion  authority  that  they  are  able  to  effect  further  substantial  reorganiza¬ 
tions  without  referring  them  to  the  Congress,  In  its  review  of  any  plans 
submitted  under  the  bill  the  committee  will  insist  that  they  be  composed 
with  such  detail  that  their  full  import  is  readily  ascertainable.  The 
committee  is  also  undertaking  a  review  of  the  act  to  see  if  any  improve¬ 
ments  are  needed. 

'The  committee  has  also  noted  a  tendency  in  recent  years  for  the 
Executive  to  submit  plans  without  the  full  justification  in  reducing  ex¬ 
penditures  and  promoting  economy  that  the  bill  requires.  The  committee 
will  insist  that  the  plans  submitted  be  in  accord  with  the  language  and 

intent  of  the  act  and  we  will  continue  to  scrutinize  with  care  all  plans 
accordingly." 


JATE 


9.  SUGAR.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  &ith  amendments  H.  R.  5463,  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  (S.  Rept/125)  (p.  4646) .  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that 
the  committee  adopted  amendments  which  "wduld  (1)  limit  extension  of  the  act 
to  15  months  (instead  of  2Y  as  in  House-pashed  bill);  and  (2)  in  regard  to  re¬ 
allocation  of  Cuban  quota<  importers  of  such\ugar  would  pay  into  U.  S.  Treasur 
an  amount  equal  to  the  difference  between  worl\price  and  U.  S.  price  of  raw 
sugar"  (p.  D208) .  /  \ 

Sen.  Church  inserfred  a  speech  by  Sen.  Moss  before  the  Cache  Co.,  Utah 
Sugar  Beet  Growers/ssoc.  "which  outlines  how  extensively  sugar  has  become  em- 
roiled  in  international  relations,  and  suggests  some.of  the  problems  which 
must  be  considered  in  drafting  the  new  long-term  bill.\  pp.  4664-5 


10.  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed  the  nominations  of  Charles  S.  Murphy,  John  P.  Duncan, 
rank  J.  Wej&h,  James  T.  Ralph,  Horace  Godfrey,  and  WillardVCochrane  to  be 
members  op^the  CCC  Board  of  Directors  and  John  C.  Bagwell  to\e  General  Counsel 
o  this  Department  (p.  4702) .  The  nominations  were  reported  ekrlier  by  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  4643).  ~ 


mt  Loan 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Both  Houses  received  a  GAO  audit  report  of  the  Develol 
Fu/d  (H.  Doc.  126).  pp.  4644,  4781 

Sen.  Bridges  expressed  concern  over  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  c\tain 

foreign  aid  activities  and  inserted  a  newspaper  article  criticizing  theVoreiei 
aid  program,  pp.  4679-80  \ 

„  ®e°-  Fu^brlght  6taced  th«  the  President's  message  on  foreign  aid  included 

at  a  tf  r®co"“endf ions  submitted  in  1957  by  the  Senate  Special  Commmittfcu 

of  thadSnehi  Aid  Pr°8ram  and  lnserced  a  summary  of  the  recommendation 

of  the  Special  Committee,  pp.  4681-3 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  /Conference  re\ort  on  sugar  bill.  Both  Houses 
received  conference  report  on  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  and  House  agreed  to 
it.  House  passed  depressed  areas  bill.  House  passed  reorganization  bill.  Rep. 
Schwengel  criticized  feed  grain's  program.  Both  Houses  received  President's  pro¬ 
ved  housing  bill.  Sen.  WiLey  urged  inclusion  of  che\se  in  school  lunch  program, 
^resident  approved  bill  to  Modify  restriction  on  farm  operating  loans.  Sen. 

Keating  introduced  and  discussed  farm  labor  bill.  Sen,  Sparkman  introduced  and  dis¬ 
cussed  housing  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  Both  Houses  received  tfte  conference 

report  on  tm.s  bill,  H,  R.  5188  (pp.  4901,  4903  ,  4961-2).  The  Bouse  agreed  to 
the  conference  report  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (ppV  4962-5). 

The  conferees  eliminated  the  items  on  reimbursement  nf  CCC  for  various  programs. 
The  item  on  the  Development  Loan  Fund  was  reduced  to  :,i>50,000,000  ano\. limited  to 
the  Vaster n  Hemisphere,  (h,  Rept,  No.  211). 

a.  DE^ffESSED  AREAS.  Passed,  251-167,  with  amendments  S.  1,  to  provide  aid  f) 
^pressed  areas  (pp.  49^4-55,  4978).  Rejected ,  l-9»2li2y ,  an  amendment  by 
'fednall  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  which  eliminated  the  provisions  for 
rural  areas  and  provided  for  USDA  to  make  a  study  of  this  subject  (pp.  4928* 
Later  rejected  a  motion  by  Rep,  Widnall  to  recommit  the  bill  with  instructions  \ 
to  report  it  back  with  his  amendment  included,  by  a  125-291  vote  (pp.  4949-54). 
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Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

Rep,  Halpern,  to  make  clear  that  the  bill  should  not  result  in  ” 
industry  from  one  area  of  the  United  States  to  another,”  pp,  4945-6 
By 'Step,  Multer,  to  provide  that  existing  facilities  of  other  Federal 
would  be  used  ”to  the  fullest  extent  practicable”  rather  than  ’’when 
possible,”  p,  4946 

By  Rep.NDavis  (Ga.),  to  reduce  the  number  of  super  grades  from  15  to 
By  Rep,  Mtaurtoya,  to  make  clear  that  the  bill  would  authorize  voca 

program^ wherever  they  are  feasible  for  agricultural  workers  w  are  unem¬ 
ployed  out  of  season,  pp,  4947-8 


By  Rep,  Montoya,  to  direct  the  Commerce  Department  to  estabU 


research  program  on  the  causes  and  solutions  of  unemplo; 


p.  4947 
training 


and  conduct  a 
■etc,  p,  4948 


REORGANIZATION,  Passed  without  amendment  S,  153,  to  continue  from  June  1,  1959, 
to  June  1,  1963,  the  President’s  authority  to  institute  reorganization  plans 
unless  they  are  vetoed  by  Congress,  A  similar  bill,  H,  R,  57 42,  was  laid  on  the 
table.  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep,  Hoffman  to  prohibit  effectuation  of  plans 
unless  approved  by  a  positive  vote  in  both  Houses,  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President,  pp,  4955-61 


C 


4,  FEED  GRAINS  PROGRAM-.  Rep.  ScHtorengel  criticized Ahls  program  and  referred  to  a 
statement  by  Dr,  Cochrane  regarding.  ,the  anticipated  price  of  corn  under  the 
program,  p.  4980 


5*  PURCHASING;  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep,  Multer  p6ported  on  recent  work  and  findings-  of 
the  Small  Business  Committee  regarding  government  purchasing,,  etc.  pp.  49c5-9 


6.  PEACE  CORPS,  Rep,  Libonati  made  various  Vuggest ions  for  administration  of  the 
Peace  Corps  and  inserted  questions/uo  Mr.N^hriver  and  his  answers,  pp.  4969-72 


C 


7*  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  from  the  President  amendments  to  the  1962  Budget  for 
various  Government  agencies  (l y.  Doc.  129);  to 'Appropriations  Committee,  p.  4984 


8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Agreed/to  a  concurrent  resolution  to  provide  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  Mar/  30,  it  shall  stand  adjourned  until  Mon.,  Apr.  10. 
Majority  Leader  McCormack  stated  that  he  knew  of  no ^business  to  be  transacted  of" 
Apr.  10.  It  was  agreejjr  that,  on  Apr.  11,  bills  will  be  in  order  for  considera¬ 
tion  under  suspension' of  the  rules  (if  cleared  with  thev minority  leadership) 
and  also  the  Priva-Ur  Calendar.  The  House  is  to  consider^  oday,  M 30,  a  bill 
to  extend  the  loai/guarantee  authority  of  ICC.  pp.  4976-' 
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ter  at  the  points  of  the  consideration  of 
the  various  amendments. 

.The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
tnW  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tex^s? 

TliHre  was  no  objection. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
rollcall  to  recommit  which  preceded  the 
last  vote  on  final  passage  of  the  area 
redevelopment  Pill,  I  cast  my  vote  after 
the  roll  call  hacr\been  completed,  not 
realizing  that  it  wassnecessary  to  qualify. 
Since  I  was  not  in  tl^e  hall  at  the  time 
my  name  was  called, \  am  erroneously 
recorded.  Had  I  been  present  and  qual¬ 
ified,  I  would  have  voted  Njay.” 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  therefore, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  Record  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fror^  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  find  I 
am  not  recorded  as  voting  on  the  bill. 
I  answered  to  my  name,  and  I  voted 
“nay.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Did  the  gentle¬ 
woman  vote? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  voted  “nay”  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  When  the  gentle¬ 
woman’s  name  was  called? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Yes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  Record  will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 


FIFTH  SEMIANNUAL  REPORT  OF 
THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTE¬ 
RIOR-MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States;  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  the  Fifth  Semi¬ 
annual  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  prescribed  by  section  5  of  the 
act  of  August  21,  1958,  entitled  “To  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  for  the  discovery  of  the 
mineral  reserves  of  the  United  States,  its 
territories  and  possessions  by  encour¬ 
aging  exploration  for  minerals,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

John  F.  Kennedy. 
The  White  House,  March  29,  1961. 


AMENDING  THE  REORGANIZATION 
ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  238  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 


the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
153)  to  further  amend  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such  Act 
will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before 
June  1,  1963,  and  all  points  of -order  against 
said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  order  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  ;  and  pending  that  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  just  read 
makes  clear  its  purpose.  It  is  to  make 
in  order,  under  an  open  rule  and  with  1 
hour  of  general  debate,  consideration  of 
S.  153  which  would  reinstate  the  so- 
called  Reorganization  Act.  I  know  of 
no  opposition  to  the  rule  and  only  very 
limited  opposition  to  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  therefore  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bolling! 
has  well  said,  this  resolution  was  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  by  a 
unanimous  vote  making  in  order  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  S.  153,  a  bill  to 
continue  or  reestablish  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act.  The  bill  as  passed  by  the 
other  body  is  exactly  identical  with  the 
bill  H.R.  5742,  which  was  approved  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  with  but  one  dissenting  vote, 
if  I  remember  correctly. 

The  bill  itself  would  extend  the  right 
of  the  President  to  set  up  reorganization 
plans  between  now,  or  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  this  bill,  and  June  1,  1963, 
which  could  be  rejected  at  any  time  by 
adoption  of  a  resolution  of  rejection 
either  by  the  House  or  by  the  Senate 
within  60  days  by  a  simple  majority  vote. 
It  is  very  similar  to  the  law  which  was 
in  effect  during  the  Eisenhower  admin¬ 
istration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  requests  for 
time  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  153)  to  further  amend  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
so  that  such  act  will  apply  to  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it¬ 
self  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 


House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  S.  153,  with 
Mr.  Ikard  of  Texas  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  FASCELL  asked  and  was  given 
pennission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
pending  legislation  simply  revised  the 
Reorganization  Act  until  June  1,  1963. 
The  act  has  not  been  in  effect.  Although 
this  body  voted  on  it  last  year,  it  was  not 
acted  upon  by  the  Senate. 

As  you  know,  under  this  bill  the  Pres¬ 
ident  has  the  authority  to  submit  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  for  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Those  plans  would  become  effec¬ 
tive  unless  a  resolution  of  disapproval 
were  passed  by  either  House  within  60 
days  from  the  date  of  transmittal  of  the 
plan.  Under  the  existing  law  this  re¬ 
quires  a  simple  majority. 

This  matter  has  been  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  many 
times  and  has  been  approved  by  them, 
and  in  this  last  case  was  approved  with 
but  one  dissenting  vote.  We  have  ex¬ 
tended  this  legislation  for  many  years 
and  it  has  proved  to  be  effective  and 
useful  to  the  Chief  Executive  in  carrying 
out  the  mandates  of  the  Congress  in  the 
law  for  the  purpose  of  reorganization, 
transferring  of  functions,  consolidations, 
and  the  elimination  of  duplications  and 
overlapping.  This  legislation  comes 
about  as  the  result  of  the  report  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  on  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  on  the 
minority  side  [Mr.  Brown]  served. 

Technically  speaking,  the  bill  before 
us,  adopted  by  the  other  body,  simply 
strikes  out  the  date  of  June  1,  1959,  and 
inserts  in  lieu  thereof  June  1,  1963.  In 
all  other  aspects  the  law  remains  the 
same  for  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

Similar  authority  is  not  new.  It  has 
been  with  us  going  back  over  many 
years.  It  has  been  used,  as  was  said  in 
the  discussion  on  the  rule,  by  both  Dem¬ 
ocratic  and  Republican  administrations. 
Some  58  reorganization  plans  have  been 
sent  down  to  Congress,  and  44  have  been 
acted  on  favorably.  The  others  were 
turned  down  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  The  President,  through 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  has  indicated 
the  necessity  and  the  desirability  of  con¬ 
tinuing  this  authority  so  that  he  may 
undertake  in  this  administration  such 
reorganization  plans  as  he  may  deem  ad¬ 
visable  within  his  judgment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  this  authority  expired  on 
June  1,  1959? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  As  I  explained  in  my 
remarks,  the  House  acted  on  this  in  the 
last  session  of  the  Congress  but  it  was 
not  acted  upon  by  the  other  body,  so  the 
law  lapsed.  This  will  extend  it  for  2 
years. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  There  has  been  no 
difficulty  in  connection  with  the  working 
of  the  law? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  No  difficulty,  and  no 
reorganization  plans,  either. 

The  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to 
give  the  President  the  same  power  as 
other  Chief  Executives  to  send  down  a 
reorganization  plan.  I  would  point  out, 
too,  while  I  am  answering  the  question, 
that  of  course  any  reorganization  plan 
would  have  the  close  scrutiny  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations. 
We  have  not  always  gone  along  with 
the  Executive.  As  I  have  said,  we  turned 
down  quite  a  few  of  them.  So  while 
there  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion  from 
a  legal  or  a  political  standpoint  in  some 
cases,  we  believe  there  is  justification 
and  sound  reason  for  the  passage  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Any  Member  can  in¬ 
troduce  a  resolution  rejecting  the  plan? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  If  any  Member  decides 
that  the  reorganization  plan  does  not 
suit  him  or  that  it  is  inimical  to  any 
principles  he  might  hold,  he  is  at  liberty 
under  the  law  to  introduce  a  resolution 
of  disapproval  within  the  required  time. 
There  is  the  further  protection  in  the 
bill,  as  I  recall  it,  that  the  committee 
must  act  within  10  days  or  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  discharged  from  the  consideration 
of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  BROWN.  The  60  days  does  not 
count  until  after  the  plan  has  been 
transmitted? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  That  is  a  further  pro¬ 
tection. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Illinois. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  if  it  is  correct  that  there  is  no 
change  in  the  original  bill  except  the 
date? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  That  is  correct.  It 
requires  a  simple  majority  of  either 
House.  The  pending  bill  simply  extends 
the  date. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida,  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  which  handled  this  leg¬ 
islation,  for  his  efforts  in  maintaining 
the  ordinary  method  of  acting  on  reso¬ 
lutions  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  other  body  rather  than  revert¬ 
ing  to  the  original  constitutional  ma¬ 
jority.  I  think  the  legislation  is  far  bet¬ 
ter  when  we  can  work  our  will  in  the 
ordinary  way  in  passing  upon  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan.  That  points  out 
the  fact  that  in  the  request  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  a  request  was 
made  for  an  indeterminate  time — no 
fixed  period  of  time — for  the  legislation 


to  expire  and  they  also  requested  a  con¬ 
stitutional  majority.  In  the  first  study 
by  the  subcommittee,  we  went  along  with 
the  idea  of  a  4-year  extension  and  a 
constitutional  majority.  On  further  re¬ 
flection  and  consideration,  we  went  back 
and  decided  we  would  go  along  simply 
with  a  2-year  extension  and  maintain 
the  simple  majority  that  is  in  the  bill 
for  the  very  reason  that  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  points  out. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  With  the  gentleman’s 
explanation,  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  too,  for  the  bill  that  has  been 
brought  here. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  the  ranking  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  first  15  words  in  the 
Constitution  state  that  the  legislative 
power  is  vested  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  Then  when  we  came 
here  at  the  beginning  of  this  session, 
each  raised  his  right  hand  and  swore 
that  he  would  support  the  Constitution. 
Under  this  bill,  we  are  delegating  the 
constitutional  power  to  legislate  to  the 
President  and  whatever  he  sends  down 
here  becomes  the  law  of  the  land  unless 
we,  within  60  days,  veto  his  proposal. 
We  filed  a  report  which  will  be  read  and, 
as  in  other  years,  it  will  express  opposi¬ 
tion  to  this  method.  If  any  Member 
chooses  to  let  the  President  legislate  for 
us  reserving  only  to  ourselves  the  veto — 
if  anyone  wants  to  transfer  that  legis¬ 
lative  power  to  the  President,  subject 
to  our  disapproval,  that  is  his  business 
not  mine.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say 
about  this  bill. 

Mrs.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  reorganization 
plan  does  not  go  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  All 
plans  go  to  the  committee,  but  the  plan 
becomes  law  if  the  committee  bottles  it 
up  or  the  House  fails  to  act. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  committee  is  free 
to  amend  the  plan  that  is  sent  down  to 
the  White  House;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  They 
used  to  say  it  was  not,  but  the  commit¬ 
tee  or  the  House  can  amend  a  plan. 
Somebody  said  a  long  time  ago  that  you 
had  to  keep  your  eye  on  things  because 
unless  you  did  the  first  thing  you  knew 
everything  you  cherished  might  be  lost. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  think  he  can 
shuck  off  his  duty  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  to  pass  on  legislation? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Can 
the  Congress  shirk  its  duty  to  legislate 


by  attempting  to  give  itself  a  veto  power? 
We  know  very  well  that  a  President  al¬ 
ways  has  sent  down  bills  containing  the 
administration’s  views — bills  which 
went  to  the  regular  legislative  commit¬ 
tees  and  then  to  the  Rules  Committee, 
and  then  to  the  House. 

My  views  on  this  bill  as  expressed  in 
the  report  reads; 

Ever  since  the  Congress,  in  the  Economy 
Act  of  1932,1  gave  President  Hoover  power  to 
submit  reorganization  plans,  the  delegation 
of  authority  to  submit  reorganization  plans 
has,  in  each  instance,  been  a  partial  sur¬ 
render  of  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  to 
the  President. 

The  Constitution  plainly  states:  2 

“All  legislative  powers  herein  granted  shall 
be  vested  in  a  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
which  shall  consist  of  a  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,”  and  makes  clear  that 3 
“every  bill  which  shall  have  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Senate,  shall,  be¬ 
fore  it  becomes  a  law,  be  presented  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States.” 

The  same  section  gives  the  President  the 
veto  power.  It  does  not,  nor  does  any  other 
section  of  the  Constitution,  authorize  the 
reverse  of  this  procedure  which  would  have 
the  President,  through  the  executive  agen¬ 
cies  which  he  controls,  propose  legislation  to 
the  Congress  for  its  approval  or  rejection. 

This  bill,  if  it  becomes  law,  authorizes  the 
President  to  enact  legislation  without  action 
of  either  House — a  clear  violation  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution. 

The  Constitution  directs  the  President  to  4 
“from  time  to  time  give  to  the  Congress  in¬ 
formation  of  the  state  of  the  Union,  and  rec¬ 
ommend  to  their  consideration  such  meas¬ 
ures  as  he  shall  judge  necessary  and  expe¬ 
dient.” 

The  President  also  may  have,  and  fre¬ 
quently  has  actually  had,  drafts  of  legisla¬ 
tion  introduced  by  request.  No  more  au¬ 
thority  is  required  for  him  in  order  to 
initiate  legislation.  To  go  further  is  to  vio¬ 
late  the  very  section  of  the  Constitution 
which  vests  the  legislative  power  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  There  is  no  reason  to  authorize  the 
President  to  legislate — give  him  legislative 
power — unless  we  want  and  need  a  dictator. 

All  the  reorganization  acts  that  Congress 
has  passed  have  carried  an  unconstitutional 
delegation  to  the  President  of  the  legislative 
authority  granted  Congress. 

Because  the  President  and  the  executive 
department  have  always  been  free  to  send  to 
Congress  legislative  proposals,  my  position 
has  always  been  to  oppose  this  unconstitu¬ 
tional  delegation  of  congressional  power. 
Nor  has  the  Congress  authority  to  surrender 
the  power  granted  by  the  Constitution, 
transfer  it  to  a  President. 

My  opposition  to  what  is  considered  an  un¬ 
constitutional  delegation  of  congressional 
authority  has  been  repeatedly  stated  on  the 
floor  5  and  in  reports.0 

In  passing,  it  might  further  be  observed 
that,  as  the  years  have  gone  by,  the  opposi¬ 
tion  to  this  delegation  of  authority  has 
steadily  increased,  as  from  time  to  time  addi¬ 
tional  Members,  including  the  present  chair- 


1  47  Stat.  413. 

2  Art.  I,  sec.  1. 

3Art.  I,  sec.  7. 

4  Art.  II,  sec.  3. 

Gd5  CR.  524-525,  891-892;  99  C.R.  777-781: 
101  C.R.  780-786;  103  C.R.  11269. 

0  Additional  Views,  H.  Res.  534  (H.  Rept. 
2585),  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  filed  July  3,  1956; 
H.R.  541  (H.  Rept.  2599),  84th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.,  filed  July  3,  1956;  H.R.  8364  (H.  Rept. 
657),  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  filed  June  27, 
1957;  H.R.  5140  (H.  Rept.  367),  86th  Cong., 
1st  sess.,  filed  May  18,  1959. 
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man  or  our  committee  which  reported  out 
this  bill,  have  expressed  their  opposition. 

This  change  of  viewpoint  has  also  been  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  lessening  of  the  opposition 
required  to  veto  plans  suggested.7 

This  changing  view  has  also  been  reflected 
through  the  years  in  debate  on  the  House 
floor,  in  hearings  and  reports  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations.  (See 
App.  A,  compiled  by  the  sole  minority  (Re¬ 
publican)  counsel,  J.  Philip  Carlson.) 

The  reason  for  my  opposition  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  could  not  be  more  clearly  and  co¬ 
gently  expressed  than  by  the  statement,  and 
I  quote: 

“I  desire  to  register  my  recognition  of  the 
fundamental  objects  to  and  defects  in  the 
Reorganization  Act.  In  principle  it  is  a 
part  of  the  creeping  encroachment  on  a 
power  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the 
Congress;  in  practice  it  is  a  part  of  the 
arrogance  associated  with  the  claim  of  ex¬ 
ecutive  privilege. 

***** 

“Prom  time  to  time  as  extensions  of  the 
act  have  come  before  the  House,  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  the  bills  have  shown  a  tendency  to 
avoid  the  quicksands  of  an  untenable  con¬ 
stitutional  argument  and  to  seek  a  firmer 
ground  for  extension  in  the  amenities  which 
they  say  should  be  accorded  the  President 
to  whatever  party  he  may  belong. 

“After  6  years  such  courtesy,  like  that 
accorded  a  guest  who  overstays  his  welcome, 
becomes  tenuous  and  unsubstantial.  For  me 
it  no  longer  is  a  ground  for  extending  the 
operation  of  the  act. 

“It  remains  constitutionally  indefensible. 
I  would  let  it  die.’’ 

Because  the  foregoing  statement  is  but  a 
quotation  from  the  views  expressed  by  the 
very  competent,  aggressive,  entertaining, 
instructive,  and  ever-on-the-job  gentleman 
from  California,  Mr.  Moss,  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  on  which  with  advantage  I 
have  served  for  some  years,  permit  me 
most  humbly  to  suggest  that  Members  of 
Congress  interested  in  constitutional  gov¬ 
ernment  read  again  his  statement  (Addi¬ 
tional  Views,  H.  Rept.  367,  May  18,  1959, 
on  H.R.  5140,  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  pp. 
10,  11). 

The  desire  which  he  so  eloquently  and 
persuasively  expressed  came  to  pass  June 
1,  1959.  The  country  has  survived. 

With  a  young  and  vigorous  President,  so 
frequently  sending  messages  to  Congress, 
calling  for  the  creation  of  a  utopia,  and  a 
humble,  obedient  party  majority  accepting 
his  and  his  advisers’  views  so  quickly  and 
without  what  some  might  consider  adequate 
discussion,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  rea¬ 
son  why  we  should  publicly  acknowledge  that 
we  are  but  rubber  stamps. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  BROWN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
gret  very  much  that  I  am  unable  to  say 
I  am  a  graduate  of  either  the  University 
of  Michigan  or  Northwestern  Law  School. 
I  went  to  a  little  country  school  in  Vir¬ 


7  Reorganization  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  561) 
required  concurrent  resolution. 

Reorganization  Act  of  1945  (59  Stat.  613) 
required  concurrent  resolution. 

Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  203) 
required  a  majority  of  the  authorized  mem¬ 
bership  of  either  House  as  did  amendments 
of  1953  (67  Stat.  4)  and  1955  (69  Stat.  14) . 

Act  of  Sept.  4,  1957  (71  Stat.  611),  amend¬ 
ing  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  required 
simple  majority  of  those  present  and  voting 
in  either  House. 


ginia  called  Washington  and  Lee  where 
I  studied  law. 

I  want  to  say  two  or  three  things,  if  I 
may,  quickly,  to  correct,  if  you  have  the 
wrong  impression,  what  this  legislation 
will  do. 

In  the  first  place,  this  legislation  would 
in  no  way  interfere  with  the  right  of 
Congress  to  legislate  on  any  matter.  The 
Congress  can  legislate  as  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  provides,  to  create  departments,  put 
agencies  of  Government  together,  or 
whatever  it  might  want  to  do,  regardless 
of  whether  this  legislation  is  in  effect 
or  not. 

All  this  does  is  to  confer  upon  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  as  has 
been  conferred  upon  a  number  of  former 
Presidents,  the  power,  for  a  limited 
time,  to  submit  to  Congress,  plans  for 
the  consolidation  or  the  reorganization 
of  agencies  within  the  executive  branch 
of  Government.  He  can  go  even  further 
than  that;  he  can  recommend  to  the 
Congress  that  certain  new  agencies  be 
combined;  that  is,  as  now  constituted 
they  can  be  given  another  name,  and  per¬ 
haps  even  a  Cabinet  rank.  Then,  when 
that  particular  reorganization  plan  is 
submitted  to  Congress,  it  is  referred  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  and  to  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations. 

Those  committees,  either  one  or  both 
of  them,  hold  hearings.  Within  60  days 
any  Member  of  Congress  can  file  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  rejection  or  a  resolution  to  the 
effect  that  he  disagrees  with  this  sug¬ 
gested  program  of  reorganization  or  the 
reorganization  plan  itself.  A  vote  is 
taken  in  the  branch,  whichever  it  may 
be,  House  or  Senate,  and  if  by  a  simple 
majority  either  branch  of  the  Congress 
rejects  or  adopts  a  resolution  rejecting 
the  plan,  it  is  dead.  If  the  Congress 
does  not  see  fit,  or  any  branch  of  the 
Congress  does  not  see  fit  to  do  this,  it 
becomes  effective  within  60  days. 

The  only  controversy  we  have  had 
over  these  bills  for  reorganization  plans 
to  be  submitted  over  a  number  of  years 
has  been  the  type  of  vote  and/or  the 
number  of  votes  that  would  be  required 
in  the  Congress  to  reject  the  plan. 

Originally  it  required  a  constitutional 
majority  of  both  branches  of  Congress. 
That  was  pretty  difficult  to  get.  Then 
later  it  was  a  constitutional  majority  re¬ 
quired  in  one  branch.  We  fought  that 
out.  I  opposed  it.  I  said  that  you  are 
going  to  do  this  in  reverse  of  the  usual 
procedure  of  enacting  a  bill.  If  the  bill 
fails  to  get  a  majority  of  those  present 
in  the  House  to  vote  in  favor  of  it,  it 
fails  of  passage.  Therefore,  we  should 
have  the  same  right  to  reject.  We  had 
a  battle  over  that  on  a  number  of  bills 
in  the  past. 

When  the  bill  S.  153  was  messaged 
over  to  our  committee  and  taken  up, 
providing  for  a  simple  majority,  the 
committee  or  some  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  suggested  that  the  bill  be 
amended  so  as  to  require  a  constitutional 
majority,  which  would  mean  that  if 
there  are  only  220  Members  voting  in 
the  House  you  would  have  to  get  219  of 
them  to  vote  to  reject  that  particular 
plan  instead  of  111.  There  is  a  lot  of 
difference  there.  As  the  ranking  mem¬ 


ber  of  that  subcommittee  I  stated  I 
would  fight  that  kind  of  an  arrange¬ 
ment,  that  I  would  oppose  it.  Other 
members  of  the  committee  took  the 
same  position.  As  a  result  an  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  in  the  subcommittee 
first,  then  in  the  full  committee,  with 
the  exception  of  my  friend  and  my 
leader  here,  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  who  is  the  ranking 
member  of  the  full  committee,  that  we 
would  accept  this  sort  of  an  arrange¬ 
ment. 

Out  of  fairness  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  and  to  you,  I 
think  we  should  give  him  credit. 
Throughout  the  years  he  has  stood 
against  and  has  opposed  with  all  the 
vigor  at  his  command,  and  he  has  that 
vigor,  any  reorganization  act  of  this 
kind  or  any  other  kind.  He  just  does 
not  believe  in  that  system,  and  I  recog¬ 
nize  his  right  to  feel  that  way,  and  I 
respect  him  for  his  views.  He  has  ex¬ 
pressed  them  very  ably  today. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  want 
to  ask  the  gentleman  one  question.  Is 
it  not  true  if  the  President  sends  down 
a  reorganization  plan  it  becomes  the  law 
of  the  land  unless  the  Senate  or  the 
House  takes  affirmative  action? 

Mr.  BROWN.  That  is  right.  It  is 
equally  untrue,  as  was  stated  a  while 
ago,  that  this  takes  away  from  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  right  to  legislate,  because  it 
does  not. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Nobody 
said  it  did,  but  you  transfer  the  right 
to  initiate  a  bill  and  it  becomes  law  un¬ 
less  we  do-  something  about  it.  Why 
should  we  have  to  veto  it? 

Mr.  BROWN.  We  delegate  to  the 
President  the  right  to  consolidate  or  to 
reorganize  the  agencies  in  his  own  de¬ 
partment.  Unless  we  find  some  reason 
why  such  reorganization  or  such  a  re- 
alinement  of  agencies  should  be  re¬ 
jected  by  the  Congress,  it  is  approved. 
That  is  the  right  that  is  given  any  ex¬ 
ecutive  in  any  corporation  in  America. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Harris]. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  for  their 
explanation  of  the  bill  and  the  position 
that  has  been  stated  with  reference  to 
this  bill  extending  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  as  amended.  I  want  to, 
however,  raise  some  questions  with  both 
gentlemen  with  reference  to  the  inde¬ 
pendent  regulatory  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  think  I  know  what 
your  questions  will  be. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Well,  I  have  two  or 
three  I  want  to  raise  for  the  Record. 

First  I  want  to  compliment  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  having  reported  this  bill  which 
requires  a  simple  majority,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  just  explained,  as  wTell 
as  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  and  the 
understanding  which  the  Members  are 
giving  to  the  committee  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  at  this  time.  I  think  most  of  you 
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know  that  I  have  been,  in  our  committee, 
concerned  with  the  problems  of  the  inde¬ 
pendent  regulatory  agencies  now  for 
some  time.  We  have  given  a  great  deal 
of  time  and  a  great  deal  of  thought  and 
a  great  deal  of  study  in  an  effort  to  im¬ 
prove  administrative  procedures,  to  find 
out  if  there  were  inadequacies  in  the  law, 
and  to  see  that  those  agencies  remained 
independent  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  was  intended  when  they  were 
created  by  this  Congress. 

First  let  me  say  that  I  am  sure  most 
of  you  are  somewhat  familiar  with  the 
so-called  Landis  report  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States  late  in  December. 
If  you  have  not  read  that  report,  I  would 
like  to  suggest  to  you,  because  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  it  and  the  importance  of  this 
subject,  that  you  become  familiar  with  it. 

Very  frankly,  I  was  quite  concerned 
about  several  of  the  recommendations.  I 
am  still  concerned  about  several  of  them, 
because  I  think  that  some  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  have  tended  toward  interfer¬ 
ing  with  the  independence  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  and  toward  making  them  more  sub¬ 
servient  to  the  executive,  that  is,  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
the  White  House.  That,  I  do  not  believe, 
would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  agencies  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  American  people.  I  sug¬ 
gest  you  read  the  statement  which  I  put 
in  the  Record  on  March  14  explaining 
my  position  as  to  the  responsibility  of 
the  Congress  and  the  responsibility  of 
the  executive  in  connection  with  these 
agencies.  These  agencies  are  an  arm  of 
the  Congress.  They  are  set  up  as  in¬ 
struments  of  the  Congress,  to  legislate 
primarily  on  behalf  of  the  Congress,  be¬ 
cause  the  Congress  is  not  so  constituted 
to  do  a  lot  of  the  things  that  must  be 
done.  The  Congress  itself  has  delegated 
the  powers  to  these  agencies. 

So,  consequently,  I  am  watching  and 
I  am  going  to  watch  and  our  committee 
is  going  to  watch  very  carefully  and  keep 
a  constant  check.  I  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  committee  and 
other  members,  that  we  are  going  to  be 
watching  very  carefully  and  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  closely  scrutinizing  any  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  that  come  up  here  that 
intend  to  carry  out  some  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  at  least  of  the  so-called  Dean 
Landis  report. 

Now,  with  that  statement  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  this  question: 
When  a  reorganization  plan  is  sub¬ 
mitted,  under  the  rule  it  automatically 
goes  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  under  the  rule  or  not,  but 
it  goes  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  I  think  I  can  answer 
that  question. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN.  In  the  first  place,  if 
the  gentleman  will  study  the  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  1949,  the  basic  act  which 
we  are  amending  here,  he  will  see  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Harris] 
has  expired. 


Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  5  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  study  the  Reorganization 
Act  carefully — I  do  not  have  it  in  front 
of  me,  so  I  cannot  read  it — the  original 
act,  in  1949,  which  we  are  amending 
by  this  bill,  he  will  see  that  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  President  to  submit  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  deals  only  with  those  agen¬ 
cies  within  the  control  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  that  are  a 
part  of  the  executive  branch.  The  regu¬ 
latory  agencies  are  not.  As  the  gentle¬ 
man  so  well  explained,  these  are  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies  established  as  arms  of 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Does  the  gentleman 
contend  that  the  President  does  not 
have  authority  to  submit  reorganization 
proposals  affecting  these  major  regula¬ 
tory  agencies  of  the  Government? 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  contend  that  he  does 
not  have  the  power  to  submit  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  affecting  those  agencies 
under  the  Reorganization  Act. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  That  affect  the  regu¬ 
latory  agencies? 

Mr.  BROWN.  That  affect  any  agency 
primarily  responsible  to  Congress,  which 
includes  the  regulatory  agencies. 

The  President  has  the  power  only, 
with  respect  to  the  regulatory  agencies, 
to  name  members.  He  cannot  even,  as 
was  suggested  the  other  day  by  a  state¬ 
ment  from  the  White  House — under  the 
law  and  the  Constitution,  if  it  means 
anything — he  cannot  issue  a  directive 
ordering  a  regulatory  agency  to  make  a 
report  to  him.  Those  reports  come  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  We  have  discussed  that 
and  the  record  is  replete  with  it.  But 
I  believe  there  is  some  misunderstanding 
here.  Certainly  since  authority  has  been 
given  to  the  Executive  to  submit  reor¬ 
ganization  plans,  plan  after  plan  has 
been  submitted  to  the  Congress  and 
acted  upon,  agreed  to  or  not,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  affecting  these  regulatory  agencies. 
In  1940,  I  believe  it  was,  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  President  to  submit  reor¬ 
ganization  plans,  there  was  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  submitted  by  President 
Roosevelt  amending  the  Federal  Power 
Act  which  gives  the  President  authority 
to  designate  the  chairman.  Under  pres¬ 
ent  law  that  was  not  drawn  correctly, 
and  we  have  an  ambiguity  in  the  act 
which  has  prevailed  until  this  day.  I 
introduced  a  bill  the  other  day  to  clear 
up  that  ambiguity,  because  a  situation 
has  arisen  which  needs  clarification. 

As  much  as  I  respect  the  views  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  I  believe  he  is  in¬ 
correct  when  he  says  that  the  President 
does  not  have  authority  to  submit  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  affecting  these  regu¬ 
latory  agencies. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  is  wrong  in  his  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  act.  Section  7  of  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act,  which  you  will  find  on 
page  8,  gives  the  right  to  the  President  to 
send  up  reorganization  plans  on  any 


agency — and  it  goes  through  a  whole  list 
of  departments  of  the  Government,  but 
does  not  include  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  believe  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct  on  that.  I  want  to  pur¬ 
sue  this  matter  further,  Mr.  Chairman. 

When  a  reorganization  plan  is  sub¬ 
mitted,  under  the  rule,  it  goes  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
for  its  consideration.  Now  I  ask  the 
gentleman,  is  there  any  opportunity  for 
public  hearings  after  one  of  these  plans 
goes  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Always,  I  will  answer 
the  gentleman,  and  furthermore,  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  any  Member  of 
of  the  House  from  filing  a  disapproving 
resolution. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  have  heard  that,  but 
10  days  pass  mighty  fast,  and  60  days 
pass  awfully  fast  when  it  comes  to  hold¬ 
ing  hearings  and  taking  action  on  a  bill 
that  is  referred  to  a  committee. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  House  has  con¬ 
trol  of  that,  because  any  Member  may 
file  a  disapproving  resolution. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  know  that;  I  am 
familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  And  then  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  required  to  hold  hearings  on 
it  and  has  always  held  hearings  any 
time  a  disapproving  resolution  was  of¬ 
fered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  It  may  be  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  considers  that  adequate  hearings 
have  been  held  in  the  past,  but  from 
my  information  and  observation  I  think 
some  of  them  have  been  inadequate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  yield  me  3  additional  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  the  gentleman 
3  additional  minutes,  but  why  does  he 
not  lay  off  our  committee? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am  talking  about  the 
gentleman’s  committee,  but  I  want  an 
understanding.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  and  his  committee  that  if 
some  of  these  far-reaching  plans  affect¬ 
ing  these  agencies  come  up  here  I  am 
putting  you  on  notice  that  our  commit¬ 
tee  intends  to  hold  some  hearings  on 
them  with  a  view  of  trying  to  be  in  a 
position  to  make  recommendations  to 
you. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  respect  the  consid¬ 
erations  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  that  committee.  Certainly  we  on  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
could  not  begin  to  tell  you  what  to  do. 
I  am  not  chairman  of  the  full  commit¬ 
tee,  but  I  can  assure  the  gentleman  that 
our  committee  will  hold  proper  hearings 
on  any  matter  that  is  before  us. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  that  assurance. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  have  checked  the  rec¬ 
ords  about  the  reorganization  plans  that 
have  been  sent  up  here,  and  the  only 
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one  that  might  possibly  be  designated 
as  relating  to  a  regulatory  agency  had 
to  do  with  the  Civil  Aviation  Board. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  old  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Authority  was  changed  because 
of  a  reorganization  by  the  President. 
There  are  a  number  of  these  agencies 
where  the  status  of  the  chairman  has 
been  changed  because  of  reorganization 
plans  of  the  President.  In  the  so-called 
Landis  report  there  was  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  as  to  submitting  reorganization 
plans  that  apparently  would  grant  ex¬ 
tensive  power  and  authority  to  the 
chairmen  of  these  agencies  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  administration  of  those  laws 
within  the  agencies  themselves. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  could  make  the  very 
simple  suggestion  that  there  are  two 
avenues  open,  it  appears  to  me.  One  is 
the  disapproval  resolution  on  the  exist¬ 
ing  plan  sent  down,  and  the  other  is  to 
submit  affirmative  legislation  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  gentleman’s  commit¬ 
tee  so  that  committee  could  hold  what¬ 
ever  hearings  it  wanted. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  recommendation,  but  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  comes  up  here,  and  the 
gentleman  says  within  10  days  we  have 
to  act. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Sixty  days. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  gentleman  advised 
me  that  if  within  10  days  the  committee 
did  not  act  it  was  subject  to  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  That  is  only  on  a  dis¬ 
approval  resolution.  That  is  not  on  the 
plan  itself. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am  talking  about  the 
action  of  the  gentleman’s  committee. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Our  committee  can 
only  act  on  the  disapproval  resolution. 
The  law  provides  that  if  we  do  not  act 
within  10  days  a  motion  to  discharge  is 
in  order. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  That  is  on  the  dis¬ 
approval  resolution,  not  on  the  plan. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  gentleman  knows 
how  legislation  works  here,  that  you  do 
not  have  much  time  to  announce  and 
get  ready  for  hearings  and  have  ade¬ 
quate  hearings  in  10  days. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Meader]  and  I  have  been 
checking  the  record,  and  I  do  find  that 
in  the  past  there  have  been  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  submitted  respecting  some  of 
the  regulatory  agencies.  I  was  incorrect 
in  that  assumption,  but  I  still  believe 
I  am  right  constitutionally  as  far  as  that 
is  concerned  as  a  matter  of  law.  But 
inasmuch  as  the  President  does  not  have 
any  direct  authority  over  regulatory 
agencies,  the  plan  itself  would  be  subject 
to  a  point  of  order  if  someone  wanted  to 
bring  it  up,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  But  we 
have  had  reorganization  plans  a  number 
of  years  ago  dealing  with  regultory  agen¬ 
cies;  several  of  them,  in  fact. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  do  not  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  think  I  am  taking  this  time 
to  express  opposition  to  this  bill.  I 
am  not  at  all.  There  is  no  reflection 
on  the  committee  whatsoever.  How¬ 


ever,  it  is  important  to  me  that  these 
independent  agencies  are  so  important 
as  an  arm  of  the  Congress  that  I  think 
all  of  the  Members  of  Congress  should 
be  put  on  notice  as  to  what  might  come 
up  with  reference  to  a  reorganization 
plan.  I  think  adequate  consideration 
should  be  given  to  these  plans. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  just  want  to  point 
out  that  when  the  reorganization  plan 
comes  up,  it  is  referred  to  our  commit¬ 
tee  and  it  lies  before  our  committee  for 
60  days  unless  a  disapproving  resolu¬ 
tion  is  dropped  in  the  box.  If  the  dis¬ 
approving  resolution  is  dropped  in  the 
box  on  the  first  day,  when  it  is  first 
sent  up,  or  on  the  second  day,  our  com¬ 
mittee  must  then,  within  10  days,  hold 
hearings.  That  is  the  mandatory 
part — the  10  days.  If  there  is  no  dis¬ 
approving  resolution — if  there  is  no 
Member  of  the  body  who  has  enough 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  to  put 
in  a  disapproving  resolution,  then  the 
law  automatically  becomes  effective 
unless  some  member  of  our  committee — 
and  we  have  in  many  instances  put  in 
disapproving  resolutions  on  plans  which 
have  come  up  and  held  hearings  in  our 
committee  and  brought  disapproving 
resolutions  to  the  floor  and  disapproved 
reorganization  plans  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  know  that  is  true. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  So  the  gentleman 
has  adequate  coverage  because  there  is 
public  notice — the  reorganization  plan 
is  assigned  to  our  committee.  It  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Congressional  Record  and 
the  gentleman  to  insure  immediate  at¬ 
tention  can  have  his  own  committee 
hold  hearings  on  a  regular  bill  contain¬ 
ing  the  contents  of  the  reorganization 
plan.  He  could  immediately  call  hear¬ 
ings  of  his  own  committee.  This  is  not 
a  matter  of  conflict  of  jurisdiction,  in 
my  opinion. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  recognize  that. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  jurisdictional 
area  is  completely  protected. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  would  not  agree 
wholeheartedly  with  that  because  you 
do  not  develop  legislation  in  these  com¬ 
mittees  on  legislative  bills  ordinarily 
within  60  days  and  report  it. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  would  say  that 
the  President’s  powers  to  send  up  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  is  sharply  limited  and 
those  limitations  are  set  forth  in  the 
act  itself.  He  can  only  transfer  from 
area  to  area.  He  can  change  the  name, 
but  he  cannot  extend  the  function — he 
cannot  put  in  new  functions.  It  is  a 
matter  of  reorganization  within  existing 
statutes. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  He  cannot  offer  re¬ 
solutions  that  would  change  the  basic 
law  or  the  substance. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Or  abolish  an 
agency  or  any  function  of  the  agency. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  Civil  Aeronautics 
Authority  was  practically  abolished  and 
it  went  into  a  new  agency.  We  know 
what  the  experience  has  been  on  some  of 
these  things.  But,  the  point  is,  I  do 
want  the  Committee  to  know,  and  I 
think  all  of  us  should  be  interested  in 
these  problems  and  in  case  some  of  them 


come  up,  which  is  very  likely,  and  if 
these  recommendations  are  carried  out, 
they  should  be  given  very,  very  close 
scrutiny  and  careful  consideration. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Meader]  . 

(Mr.  MEADER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  to  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Harris]  raised  this  question  because  it 
points  up  one  of  the  important  aspects 
of  this  very  unusual  method  of  legisla¬ 
tion. 

I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman],  that  this  bill  vests  legislative 
authority  in  the  executive  and  that  prob¬ 
ably  it  is  not  a  good  way  to  determine 
policy  for  our  Government. 

But,  I  am  willing  to  go  along  with 
granting  this  2-year  authority  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  on  the  ground  that  that 
issue,  whether  constitutional,  or  a  matter 
of  legislative  policy,  is  a  matter  that  was 
determined  long  ago.  President  Hoover 
had  such  authority.  President  Roose¬ 
velt  had  such  authority.  President  Tru¬ 
man  had  such  authority.  And  President 
Eisenhower  had  such  authority. 

President  Kennedy  in  bringing  in  a 
new  organization  with  new  ideas  and  a 
new  program  ought,  at  least  to  have  the 
right  in  the  initial  years  of  his  adminis¬ 
tration  to  organize  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  according  to  his  view 
of  what  he  needs  to  carry  out  his  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

The  point  of  the  discussion  with  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  is  that  under 
rule  XI  8(b)  of  the  House,  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  all  reorganizations 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

But  these  reorganizations  may  affect 
agencies  concerning  which  the  legisla¬ 
tive  jurisdiction  is  in  other  committees. 
Just  as  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas, 
chairman  of  the  great  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  has 
pointed  out,  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Committee  has  jurisdiction  over  many 
of  the  regulatory  bodies. 

There  have  been  at  least  a  half  dozen, 
if  not  a  dozen,  plans  sent  up  reorganiz¬ 
ing  the  independent  regulatory  bodies. 

One  of  them  recently  has  been  the 
subject  of  bitter  complaint  before  our 
Antitrust  Subcommittee  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  21  of  1950 
reorganized  the  Federal  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission.  The  name  was  changed  to  the 
Federal  Maritime  Board  and  the  officials 
of  the  regulatory  board  both  adminis¬ 
tered  the  ship  subsidy  program  and  also 
regulated  the  shipping  industry.  It  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  great  many  complaints. 
That  was  a  bad  reorganization  plan. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  is  correct  that 
we  have  very  limited  time  to  scrutinize 
these  plans.  They  are  usually  well 
worked  out,  but  sometimes  they  involve 
the  transfer  of  great  authority,  and  10 
days  within  which  the  committee  may 
consider  a  resolution  of  disapproval  is 
altogether  too  short  a  time. 
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But  I  think  this  is  a  case  where  com¬ 
mittees  having  concurrent  jurisdiction 
have  to  get  along  with  each  other.  There 
should  be  cooperation  between  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  Committee,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  and  the  legislative  committee 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  reorganization  so  that  the 
legislative  committee  can  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  to  any  dangers  that 
might  exist,  or  suggest  whatever  they 
think  should  be  done  about  it. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  that  is  unusual  as  a  practical 
matter.  Since  it  is  a  Presidential  law 
with  a  congressional  right  of  veto  it  is 
very  likely  that  such  a  reorganization 
plan  is  more  permanent  than  the  ordi¬ 
nary  law  which  is  originated  and  passed 
by  Congress  and  approved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  It  would  take  a  two-thirds  vote 
of  the  House  to  override  the  veto  of  an 
Executive  who  thought  his  plan  was  good 
and  ought  not  to  be  changed  by  a  new 
law.  It  is  likely  he  would  continue  to 
think  his  plan  was  good  or  he  would 
not  have  sent  it  up  in  the  first  place. 

That  proposition,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
often  overlooked  when  we  consider  and 
approve  reorganization  plans. 

I  think  we  have  to  go  along  with  this 
2-year  extension  of  Presidential  re¬ 
organization  power  and  intend  to  vote 
for  the  bill. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  who 
served  on  this  great  committee  in  the 
years  when  this  was  being  adopted,  I 
would  like  to  add  just  a  word.  It  has 
been  said  that  this  is  creeping  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
Congress ;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  creep¬ 
ing  has  been  in  the  other  direction. 

The  original  reorganization  or  Execu¬ 
tive  Reorganization  Act  authorized  the 
President  to  send  down  these  plans  and 
they  went  into  effect  after  60  days  un¬ 
less  disapproved  by  both  Houses  with  a 
constitutional  majority  in  each  House. 
The  gentleman  from  Michigan  was  here 
when  we  had  the  fight  to  strike  out  the 
constitutional  majority,  to  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  disapprove  the  executive  plan 
by  a  simple  majority  in  both  Houses. 
Some  of  us  contended  that  was  wrong, 
because  a  law  does  not  go  into  effect 
unless  both  Houses  approve  and  the 
President  approves.  This  would  allow 
one  House,  if  it  did  not  pass  a  disapprov¬ 
ing  resolution  and  the  President  to  put 
something  into  effect.  This  was  modi¬ 
fied  in  1957  so  a  plan  can  be  disapproved 
now  by  a  simple  majority  vote  in  one 
House.  Little  by  little  the  encroachment 
has  been  back  toward  greater  author¬ 
ity  in  the  Congress  instead  of  the  other 
way. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  we  gave  away  too  much  author¬ 
ity  and  now  we  are  trying  to  take  some¬ 
thing  back. 

Mr.  JUDD.  We  gave  too  much  in  the 
beginning,  but  now  we  are  talking  it 
back. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
yield  myself  3  minutes,  because  I  had 


my  attention  called  to  the  fact  that  we 
had  had  some  reorganization  plans  be¬ 
fore  us  dealing  with  regulatory  agen¬ 
cies.  I  still  feel  that  my  original  posi¬ 
tion  was  correct,  and  is  correct,  as  far 
as  the  law  is  concerned,  and  I  would 
like  to  direct  attention,  if  I  may,  to  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

It  reads  as  follows : 

When  used  In  this  act,  the  term  "agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commis¬ 
sion,  council,  independent  establishment. 
Government  corporation,  board,  bureau,  di¬ 
vision,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  ad¬ 
ministration,  or  other  establishment — 

I  want  to  emphasize  this  language — 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

I  contend  that  inasmuch  as  these  reg¬ 
ulatory  agencies  are  not  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  we  had 
no  business  in  the  first  place  considering 
any  of  these  reorganization  plans  that 
were  sent  up  here  to  reorganize  the 
regulatory  agencies  of  the  Government. 
If  there  is  any  law  left  and  any  courts 
left  in  this  land,  I  believe  that  interpre¬ 
tation  should  be  placed  on  it  and  I  hope 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  will  agree 
with  me.  He  is  a  pretty  good  lawyer. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  do  respect  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  views.  Having  served  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  with  him  for  several  years  I  know 
something  about  his  ability  to  interpret 
language  and  to  deal  with  legislation. 
I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  Congress  has  given  the 
President  appointive  powers  and  in  some 
instances  removal  power  and  under  the 
law  authority  with  reference  to  budge¬ 
tary  control,  that  for  this  purpose  I  am 
fearful  those  agencies  would  come  within 
this  provision  of  the  law — that  is,  the 
meaning  of  it. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  hope  my  distinguished 
friend  will  not  place  himself  in  a  position 
where  he  will  be  saying  that  his  belief 
and  conviction  is  that  the  regulatory 
agencies  come  under  the  domination, 
dictation,  and  control  of  the  Chief  Ex¬ 
ecutive.  I  hope  he  will  always  stand 
and  fight  for  the  thought,  the  idea,  and 
the  proposition  that  these  regulatory 
agencies  are  arms  of  the  Congress  and 
come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  rather  than  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
President. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  closing  the  debate,  may  I  say  that 
this  matter  has  been  thoroughly  dis¬ 
cussed.  As  one  who  certainly  believes 
in  reorganization  and  at  the  same  time 
believes  there  is  merit  in  some  of  the 
arguments,  this  bill  should  be  adopted. 
I  did  have  the  experience  2  years  ago  of 
introducing  a  resolution  of  disapproval. 
I  found  that  there  are  quite  a  lot  of 
safeguards  that  do  not  appear  at  first 
blush.  Another  thing  we  should  keep 
in  mind  is  that  each  new  administration 
has  a  certain  fresh  desire  to  reorganize 
and  to  make  the  executive  department 
more  efficient.  We  should  give  this  ad¬ 


ministration  a  chance  to  forward  re¬ 
organization  plans  up  here  for  our  con¬ 
sideration. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Bouse 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205;  5  U.S.C.  133z-3), 
as  last  amended  by  the  Act  of  September  4, 
1957  (71  Stat.  611) ,  is  hereby  further  amend¬ 
ed  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1,  1963”. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  oSered  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan:  After  line  7  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  striking 
“there  has  not  been  passed  by  either  of  the 
two  Houses  a  resolution  stating  in  sub¬ 
stance  that  that  House  does  not  favor  the 
Reorganization  plan’,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  ‘there  has  been  passed 
by  both  of  the  two  Houses  a  resolution 
stating  in  substance  that  that  House  favors 
the  reorganization  plan’. 

“(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘does  not  favor’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  ‘favors'.” 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  all  that  amendment  seeks  to 
do  is  to  retain  in  the  Congress  the  con¬ 
stitutional  power  to  legislate.  This  bill 
as  written  provides  that  is  to  let  the 
President  legislative  unless  either  the 
Senate  or  House  interpose  a  veto.  The 
reverse  of  the  constitutional  procedure. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Of  course,  all  the  amendment  does  is 
to  kill  the  Reorganization  Act.  To  do 
what  the  gentleman  desires  to  do  is  to 
introduce  legislation  in  the  affirmative 
on  the  subject  he  is  interested  in. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Ikard  of  Texas,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (S.  153)  to  further  amend 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  so  that  such  act  will  apply  to 
reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1963, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  238,  he  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  read  a  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 
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A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  5742)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous,  consent  that  all  'Members 
may  have  5\legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their\remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  N;he  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION 

BILL  FOR  THE  FISCAI\YEAR  END¬ 
ING  JUNE  30,  1961 

Mr.  THOMAS  submitted  theNfollowing 
conference  report  and  statement,  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  5188)  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes 

Conference  Report  (Rept.  No.  211) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
5188)  making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend, 
ments  numbered  1,  2,  3,  4,  16,  42,  43,  44,  48, 
55,  57,  69,  71,  72,  73,  and  74. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  17, 
18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  41,  45,  46,  47,  51,  52,  59,  62, 
63,  64,  65,  68,  70,  75,  76,  77,  78,  79,  80,  81,  82, 
83,  84,  85,  86,  87,  88,  89,  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  24:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  24,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert: 

"mutual  security 
" Development  Loan  Fund 

‘‘For  an  additional  amount  for  advance 
to  the  Development  Loan  Fund,  as  authc 
lzed  by  section  203  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $50,000,000  Jo  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended.’ 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same( 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That, /he  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to ytne  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  >86,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed/by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$4,000,000”;/  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$94,00/000”;  and  the  Senate 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  suoi  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$378,500”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  fronj  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  tne  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  sgme  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lie/  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
menVinsert  “$220,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

/Amendment  numbered  30 :  That  the  House 
I'ecede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
'ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 


ment  insert  “$50,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  31 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$65,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  32 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$17,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$62,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,625,000”;  and  the  Senate/ 
agree  to  the  same.  / 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
,ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  . agree 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fallows: 
IA.  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  sai</ amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$20,000,000”;  and  t/e  Senate 
agree^to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  37 :  That  the  House 
recede  ftprn  its  disagreement  -to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree 
to  the  samK  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  tn^  sum  propc/ed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  \$250,00q/  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  sa: 

Amendment  mtaib^red  39 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Sen/te  Ti umbered  39,  and  agree 
to  the  same  wit/  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the/urn  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert 10, 850, 000(’;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  th/ same. 

Amendment  numbered  40\That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreements^)  the  amend¬ 
ment  or  the  Senate  numbered  sO,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendmentVas  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
mt  insert  “$42,000,000”;  and  this.  Senate 
fgree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  49,  and  agj^e 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follow: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert:  “$90,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  54 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  54,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$360,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  56 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  56,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$9,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  58 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  58,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$333,500”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  90 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  90,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert:  “‘Joint  Committee  on 


in  dis- 
25,  27, 


Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal 
tures’,  $1,880”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
same. 

The  committee  of  conference 
agreement  amendments  numbered 
36,  38,  50,  53,  60,  61,  66,  67  and 
Albert 

Michael  J.  K/Pvan, 
Clarence 
Ben  F.  Je 
John  Tab 

Managers  on  the  y'art  of  the  House. 
Carl  Hayden, 

Richard  B.  Russell 
rough  unable  to 
attend  the  confer - 
ference,  I  approve 
this  report  except 
as  to  Senate  ac¬ 
tion  in  receding 
on  amendments  1, 

2,  3,  and  4.  I 
think  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  should  have 
insisted  on  these 
four) , 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Lister  Hill, 

John  L.  McClellan, 

Warren  G.  Magnvson, 

Styles  Bridges, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Milton  R.  Young 
•  (except  I  do  not 
agree  with  posi¬ 
tion  of  conferees 
on  amendments  1, 

2,  3,  and  4), 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5188)  making  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments,  namely : 

Title  I 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Amendments  Nos.  1  through  4 — Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation :  Delete  items  proposed 
by  the  Senate  for  reimbursements  to  the 
Corporation. 

Department  of  Defense — Military 
Amendment  No.  5 — General  provisions: 
Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  House  for 
63,900,000  transfer  authority  as  proposed 
b/the  Senate. 

endment  No.  6:  Inserts  center  heading. 
Aifkendment  No.  7 — Military  personnel. 
Army \ Appropriates  $7,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

8 — Military  personnel, 
$15,000,000  as  proposed 


Amendment  No. 

Navy :  Appropriates 
by  the  Senate 

AmendmentSNo.  9 :  Inserts  center  heading. 
Amendment  No.  10 — Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Army:  Appropriates  $88,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  l\— Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Navy:  Appropriates  $79,400,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate?) 

Amendment  No.  12 — Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  Air  Force:  Appropriates  $72,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13 — Claini^,  Department 
of  Defense:  Appropriates  $3, 000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  \ 

Amendment  No.  14:  Inserts  ceffter  head- 
ing.  \ 

Department  of  Defense — Civil  functions 
Amendment  No.  15 — Department  of  the 
Army,  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control: 
Appropriates  $350,000  for  construction,  gen-^ 


No.  55 - 23 


M962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  29 


era-1,  to  resume  planning  on  the  Libby  Dam 
in  Montana  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

\  District  of  Columbia 

Amendment  No.  16 — Federal  loan  to  the 
District  Columbia:  Deletes  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  to  mk,ke  a  loan  of  $5,700,000. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Regulatory  agencies: 
Appropriates  $118,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $89,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  \ 

Amendment  No. '18 — Department  of  Occu¬ 
pations  and  Professions:  Appropriates  $29,- 
000  as  proposed  by  tpe  Senate  instead  of 
$14,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  19 — Metropolitan  Police: 
Appropriates  $100,000  as  , proposed  by  the 
Senate.  \ 

Amendment  No.  20 — Department  of  Public 
Health:  Appropriates  $1,849,500  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $l,652/>50  as  pro 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21 — Department\xf  Public 
Welfare:  Appropriates  $575,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  22 — Department  of  Sani¬ 
tary  Engineering:  Appropriates  $1,268, 000\as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Amendment  No.  23 — President’s  Advisory 
Committee  on  Labor -Management  Policy: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  President 

Amendment  No.  24 — Mutual  Security,  De¬ 
velopment  Loan  Fund :  Appropriates  $50,000,- 
000  instead  of  $150,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  such  funds  are  earmarked 
specifically  for  loans  in  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare 

Amendment  No.  25 — Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  26 — Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance:  Appropriates  $94,000,000  instead 
of  $74,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$104,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  27 — Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  grants  to  States  for  public  as¬ 
sistance:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  28 — Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 
Appropriates  $378,500  instead  of  $300,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $457,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  29 — Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field 
Administration:  Appropriates  $220,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $60,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $225,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  30  and  31 — Salaries  and / 
expenses,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  Apf 
propriate  $50,000  instead  of  $42,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $58,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  together  with  $65,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  instead  of  $38,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $71,009'as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Independent  offices/ 

Amendment  No.  32 — Civil  Aeronautics 
Board,  payments  to  air  carrier^:  Appropriates 
$17,500,000  Instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $20,000/100  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  33— Divil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion,  investigation  of  United  States  citizens 
for  employment  by  international  organiza¬ 
tions:  Appropriates  $62,000  instead  of  $57,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $67,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  34 — Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion,  Government  contribution,  Retired  Em¬ 
ployees  Health  Benefits  Fund:  Appropriates 
$1,625,0(X)  instead  of  $1,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the- House  and  $1,750,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

amendment  No.  35 — General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration,  General  Supply  Fund:  Appro- 


/ 


priates  $20,000,000  instead  of  $15,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $25,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  36 — General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration,  expenses,  supply  distribution: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  37 — Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency,  limitation  on  administrative 
expenses.  Office  of  the  Administrator,  college 
housing  loans:  Provides  limitation  of  $250,000 
instead  of  $180,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $270,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  38 — -Railroad  Retirement 
Board:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  39 — Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion,  general  operating  expenses:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $10,850,000  instead  of  $10,600,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $11,063,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  40 — Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion,  inpatient  care:  Appropriates  $42,000,000 
instead  of  $41,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $43,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Amendment  No.  41 — Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  resources  management:  Appropriates 
$1,777,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
f  $1,730,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  42 — National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice  management  and  protection:  Appropri- 
atesx^l, 934, 000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in¬ 
stead  ^of  $1,984,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Ti^e  conferees  have  approved  $13/100 
for  archeological  investigations  in  the  Welter 
F.  GeorgeNReservoir  area  as  proposed /4y  the 
Senate  within  the  total  provided. 

Amendmeiit  No.  43 — National  P^frk  Serv¬ 
ice,  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  phys¬ 
ical  facilities:  Appropriates  $80J/000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Hcmse  instead  /f  $850,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  44r — National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice,  construction:  ApWoptiates  $300,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  g(stead  of  $467,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate 

Amendment  No.  45 — Ft^h  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wild¬ 
life:  Appropriates  $350,000  for  construction 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $200,000 
as  proposed  by/the  House. 

Amendment  No.  46 — Fish  anck  Wildlife 
Service,  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries: 
Appropriates  $1,000,000  as  proposed  \y  the 
Senate.  / 

Amendment  No.  47 — Office  of  Territories, 
administration  of  territories:  Appropriates 
$465/300  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  48 — Office  of  Territories, ' 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $300,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
instead  of  $127,333  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation,  construction  and 
rehabilitation:  The  conferees  have  approved 
the  use  of  $100,000  of  available  funds  for 
advanced  planning  on  the  Cheney  division  of 
the  Wichita  project  and  $100,000  of  available 
funds  for  advanced  planning  on  the  Red 
Bluff  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 
None  of  these  funds  shall  be  used  for  con¬ 
struction. 

Department  of  Justice 

Amendment  No.  49 — Legal  activities  and 
general  administration:  Appropriates  $90,000 
instead  of  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  50 — Office  of  Alien  Prop¬ 
erty:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Department  of  Labor 

Amendments  Nos.  51  and  52 — Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  advances  to  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  Administration  account,  Un¬ 
employment  Trust  Fund :  Appropriate  $268,- 
000,000  as  a  repayable  advance  of  which 
$250,000,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  an  appro-' 
priation  of  $250,000,000  derived  by  transfer 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  53 — Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  payment  to  the  Federal  ex¬ 


tended  compensation  account :  Reported  in 
disagreement. 

Amendments  Nos.  54  and  55 — Bureau  iff 
Employment  Security,  limitation  on  grants 
to  States  for  unemployment  compensation 
and  employment  service  administration 
(trust  fund)  :  Provide  $360,000,000/instead 
of  $340,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$375,995,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
deletes  provision  of  Senate  extending  avail¬ 
ability  of  funds. 

Amendments  Nos.  56  and/57 — Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  limitation  on  salaries 
and  expenses  (trust  fund/:  Provides  $9,000,- 
000  instead  of  $7,900,000'  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $9,370,000 /as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  deletes  provision  of  the  Senate 
extending  availability  of  funds. 

Amendment  No/58 — Bureau  of  Employees’ 
Compensation:  Appropriates  $333,500  instead 
of  $310,000  as /proposed  by  the  House  and 
$357,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

' Legislative  branch 

Amendment  No.  59:  Inserts  title  as  pro¬ 
posed  bv'the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  60  and  61 :  Reported  in 
disagreement. 

lendment  No.  62:  Inserts  title  as  pro¬ 
pped  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  63:  Joint  Economic  Com- 
'mittee :  Appropriates  $35,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  64:  Furniture:  Appro¬ 
priates  $26,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  65:  Inquiries  and  investi¬ 
gations:  Appropriates  $105,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  66:  Administrative  pro¬ 
vision  :  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  67:  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  :  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  68:  Members’  clerk  hire: 
Appropriates  $600,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  69:  General  provision: 
Deletes  provision  inserted  by  the  Senate. 

Department  of  State 

Amendment  No.  70:  Administration  of 
foreign  affairs:  Appropriates  $10,140,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $10,340,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

TITLE  II - INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Amendment  No.  71:  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  general  investigations:  Deletes  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  Senate  that  $236,364  shall  be 
derived  from  the  reclamation  fund. 

Amendment  No.  72:  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  operation  and  maintenance:  Deletes 
proposal  of  the  Senate  that  $483,721  shall 
be  tlerived  from  the  reclamation  fund  and 
$32,01(0  shall  be  derived  from  the  Colorado 
River  Elam  fund. 

Amendment  No.  73:  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  general  administrative  expenses:  De¬ 
letes  proposal  of  the  Senate  that  the  appro¬ 
priation  be\lerived  from  the  reclamation 
fund. 

Amendment  Ho.  74 — Bureau  of  Commer¬ 
cial  Fisheries:  Deletes  Senate  language  pro¬ 
posing  to  transfer  funds. 

Legislative  branch 

Amendments  Nos.  7S(-90 — Senate:  Appro¬ 
priate  for  miscellaneous  activities  of  the 
Senate  as  proposed  by  t\e  Senate. 

TITLE  III 

Amendment  No.  91 — Claifcs  and  judg¬ 
ments:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Albert  Thomas 
Michael  J.  Kirt&an, 
Clarence  Cannon^ 

Ben  F.  Jensen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Houi 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  a3 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediateN 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 


Public  Law  87-18 
87th  Congress,  S.  153 
April  7,  1961 

AN  ACT 


To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such 
Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time 
before  June  1, 1963. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the :  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
i  rated  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  subsection  (b) 
of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  205 ;  5  U  S  C 
133z-3),  as  last  amended  by  the  Act  of  September  4,  1957  (71  Stat. 
611),  is  hereby  further  amended  by  striking  out  “June  1,  1959”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  1, 1963”. 

Approved  April  7,  1961. 


Reorgani* 
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